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INTRODUCTION. 


THE Introduction to a book like the Tantra-Vartika is expected te 
contain (1) an account of the Author and (2) a brief account of the 
contents of the work. As regards (1), I have secured a contribution 
from my esteemed friend, Pandit Gopinath Kaviraj of the Sanskrit 
College, Benares, which is given below. As regards (2), I have nothing 
very much to add to what | have already said in my work on the 
Prabhakara School of Purva Mimans&é I have however come across 
certain criticisms upon this latter work, and I shall take the oppor- 
tunity afforded by this Introduction to state how far, if at all, I am 
prepared to modify my earlier opinions in the light of the said 
criticisms. 

Pandit Pashupatinath Shastri has just brought out his book on 
the ‘Introdaction to Pūrva Mimansa.’ On page 10 of this book the 
learned writer demurs to my view that Kumarila has denied the 
creation of the world by God. He admits that “‘Kumarila has said 
that God does neither superintend nor is the cause of this creation, and 
that the creation or dissolution of the world is impossible.” This is 
enough for my purposes ; what was the motive that led Kumarila to 
deny all this belongs to a sphere of psychological research which 1> 
beyond the purview of my somewhat dull intellect. 

As regards Prabhakara’s view, Pandit Pashupatinath Shastri say- 
“Tf we accept this view (that the Upanisads are Arthavada) tli 
Vedanta darshana will be lost to the Prabhakaras..... The loss oi 
such a system is not a trifling matter..... If it be admitted that on. 
text is not Arthavada, it can be no longer said that other texts of tl 
same class are mere Arthavada.”’ 

One is surprised at finding such an opinion coming from a pro- 
fessed student of Pūrva Mimansa, which teems with Adhikarana> 
among which, while some passages are regarded as Arthavada, other- 
“of the same class ” are not regarded as such 

The writer admits here also that ‘‘ the Prabhakaras have denied 


y 
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the creation of the world ” , but here, as before, he proceeds to examine 
the motive underlying the denial 

In an important matter like this, wmters hke Kumarila and 
Prabhakara, having made a categorical denial, would certainly have sup- 
plemented ıt by an equally categorical affirmation of creation by God if 
they had held it to be true, and they would not have left their motive 
to be unravelled by a writer appearmg more than 1,000 years later 

We know that Kumara and Prabhakara were firm believers m 
the soul and therefore they have both devoted a section of their works 
to that subject. If they had been equally firm in their belief m a 
creator-God, they would certainly have devoted an important section 
of their work to that important subject also This they have not done, 
and their negative view also with regard to the existence of a creator 
they have brought ın only as a side issue The learned Shastri ıs at 
pains to show that these two writers are not atheistic, Nastika J may 
be permitted to pomt out that there is a confusion ot thought on this 
question In the domain of Sanskrit philosophical literature, the word 
‘Nastika’ is not generally synonymous with ‘ Atheist’ In fact the com- 
mon definition of the Nastika that we meet with ıs that he ıs one who 
decries, 1e, does not believe in, the authority of the Vedas ,—or in 
more philosophical works, as one who does not believe in the existence 
of a soul or a world other than the physical If we take the word 
‘Nastika’ in these connotations, certamly neither Kumanila nor 
Prabhakara 1s a Nastika, because both of them uphold the authority of 
the Vedas and believe ın the existence of soul and of the other world- 
This disposes of the reference to the Nyadyaratnavali, which has de- 
clared the Bhatta and the Prabhakara systems to be Asteka 

In Chapter TI, the writer, towards the end, has drawn a distinction 
between words conveying their meanings and giving rise to valid cog- 
nitions But in this he has apparently missed the whole point of the 
theory that every cognition ıs self-sufficient ın its validity If the 
word conveys a meaning, that ıs, if ıt brings about a cognition, that 
cognition must be vahd per se, and for the sake of that validity there 
need be no dependence upon anything else , so that if according to the 
author a word has to be dependent, for the sake of validity, upon other 
words, it comes to the same thing as to say that it does not convey 
any meaning at all 
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As regards the cognition of the soul, if the cognisor is Akampra- 
tyayagamya. ıt means that he is ‘the object of the notion of I’; and I 
would certainly accept the verdict of the Shastradipika rather than 
that of its very modern commentary. 

What we have said above is applicable to the whole of Chapter ITI, 
which deals with the question of God specifically, the whole of which, 
if one may be permitted to say so, appears to have been the outcome 
of the extremely righteous temperament of the writer, which does not 
allow him to be reconciled to the view that such eminent writers as 
Kumārila and Prabhakara could deny the creatorship of God. 

Further. we have understood Kumarila’s position to be that a 
knowledge and recognition of the soul ıs essential for the purpose of 
the performance of one’s duties, and in that sense it is essential in a 
way to final hberation. But it is not the direct cause of hberation, as 
has been held by other philosophers. Knowledge is certainly neces- 
sary ; but only as an accessory. It is in this sense also that knowledge 
of the soul is subservient to Karma. The writer admits that know- 
ledge alone is not enough to destroy all Karmas and hence lead to 
liberation That is exactly the view that I hold as Kumarila’s, and 
I fajl to see where I have not paid attentiofi to the context. 

As regards Pandit Kuppuswami Shastri’s remarks in the paper read 
by him at the Oriental Conference, I have nothing to say. Until we have 
actually discovered the works of the various Vrttikaras, we must agree 
to differ on the subject; but I do feel inclined to accept the conclu- 
sions which the learned Pandit has drawn But this question, as also 
the question of the relationship between Kuméarila and Prabhakara, 
must remain an open one, until the older vrtiis have been discovered 
and also until the work of Prabhakara himself has been thoroughly 
studied with the attention that it deserves; till then we must hold our 
soul in patience and welcome all contributions from such learned col- 
leagues as Pandit Kuppuswami Shastri and Pandit Pashupatinath 
Shastri. 

I cannot let this opportunity pass of acknowledging my obliga- 
tions to (1) Mahimahopadhyaya Pandit Chitradhara Mishra, with 
whom I read all the Mimansa that I know, (2) to my friend, Babu 
Govinda-dasa, of Benares, my life-long ‘literary mentor, and (3) to my 
patron, the late Maharaja Laksmishvara Singh Bahadur of Darbhanga, 


iv TANTRA-VARTIBA 


to whose kmdness and loving care I owe what I am, have, and am 


going to be ın the world 
The work has taken long to be completed This has been due to 


causes over which no one seems to have had control 


Tue University, ALLAHABAD, GANGANATHA JHA 
April 11th, 1924 


THE TANTRA-VARTIKA AND ITS AUTHOR 
(By PANDIT GOPINATH KAVIRAJ). 


THE following pages embody a translation. made for the first time 
into English or for that matter into any language, of the famous 
Mimansa treatise, Tantra-Vartika, by the great Kumarila Bhatta. 
The translation commenced in 1896, and after a laborious and 
sustained work carried on through over 25 years has now come to a 
close. 

The Tantra-Vartika, together with Cloka-Vartika and Tuptika, 
represents a complete explanation by Kumarila of the Texts of 
Cabara’s Bhasya. The Cloka-Vartika, which is in verse and deals with 
the Tarkapada of the first Chapter of Jamini Sūtra, was translated 
long ago by the translator of the present volume and the translation 
appeared in the same series (Bib. Ind.) The Tantra-Vartika deals 
with the rest of the Ist Chapter and with Chapters II-III. The 
Tuptika treats of the remaining chapters. 

The Tantra-Vartika is a very elaborate work and requires close 
study. Even in ancient times it was not always or everywhere that a 
master of these Vartikas could be found. Not to speak of Mimansa, 
in which the place of this Vartika is unique, even the other systems of 
Indian Philosophy cannot boast of several works of equal merit. The 
translation of a book like this, so full of technicalities and the minutz 
of ritualistic details many of which are not easily intelligible, involves 
immense difficulty. It is hoped therefore that the publication of this 
translation, as coming from the pen of an encyclopedic scholar who is 
not only a master of all the schools of Indian Philosophy and of 
Sahitya and Dharmasastra, but is the highest living authority in all 
matters connected with Mimamsa, will make more widely accessible a 
work which for its abstruseness has hitherto remained a sealed book to 
many. For it is an undeniable fact that even the so-called specialists 
in Mīmānsā hardly care, or are patient enough, to trudge through the 
pages of such a stupendous work. 
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The time does not seem to have vet atrived when we can correctly 
assign to Kumarila his proper place in the 
history of contemporary Indian thought 
Bat 1t 1s certain that he was lke his successor 
Cankaracharya, the foremost protagonist of Vedic revival The early 
Hindu revival which took place m the day of the Cungas and Kanvas 
was characterised by an eager desire to re-establish the glory of the 
Vedic 1ituals As ıt was Karma-Kanda against which the early 
Buddhism carried on 1ts crusade, 1t was the same which raised its head 
when the dominant hand of the last great Maurya Emperor was laid 
low m death The performance of Acvamedha was only a symbohical 
event The same thing recurred under the Guptas after Buddhism 
had once more emerged in the days Kaniska and his immediate succes- 
sors But there was this difference, viz that though Hmduism re 
appeared in a new form, Buddhism was not still on its way to decline 
Far from ıt The Gupta and Harsha periods form really, from the 
strictly intellectual standpoit the most brilliant epoch in the develop- 
ment of Indian Philosophy The two religions flourished side bv side 
The accounts of Fa Hien, Hiouen Tsang and Itsmg furnish no evidence 
of mutual animosity or bitterness or struggle of one party to gain 
ascendance over the other But the most remarkable feature of the 
age was that, apart from Caiva, Vaisnava and Tantrika renaissence of 
which no reasonable doubt exists, there appeared a re-awakening of 
interest m the complexity of Vedic ntualism The composition of a 
work like the Tantra-Vartika would be an anomaly—nay, an absurdity 


K umarila’s place in 
Indian Thought 


—m an age in which, by reason of absence of ritualistic practices, the 
technical details so elaborately set forth in the work would lose their 
significance 

It 1s mteresting to observe that this ıs exactly the period when 
Buddhism began to decline And it 19 generally beheved that Kuma 
rila, the protagonist of Vedic ritualism was one of the most potent 
forces actively employed ın bringing about this decline 

There were many wmternal causes which led to the disintegration 
of Buddhist Church The corruption of the 
Church was one such factor The abuse ot 
Tantric practices ended in moral degeneration and there was an 
absolute lack of any element of check or restramt upon the free play 


Kumarila and Buddhism 
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of the passions. All this tended to the overthrow of the dignity of 
Buddhism. The story of persecution is however exaggerated. Even 
assuming that the Buddhists were persecuted by Mihir Gula and the 
Hunas in Kashmir, by Cacdinka Narendra, and by others, these are 
hardly worth mention, being so few and far between. The belief that 
Kumarila instigated Sudhanvan to root out Buddhism at the point of 
the sword is not historically correct, though Kumarila’s tirades against 
the Buddhists are numerous. and in many cases they are well founded. 
In the Gankara Digvijaya of Madhava (7. 90) Kumarila is reported to 
have said that the Buddhist teachers with their own followmg used to 
propitiate kings and through them to persuade people to accept 
Buddhism and discard Vedic faith. This sort of invidious procedure 
was certainly such as was likely to bring down contempt upon its 
followers, and it actually set aflame an independent spirit like that of 
Kumiarila with righteous indignation. The statement of the Digvijaya 
(7. 90) is not unworthy of credence, for we know that Buddhism had 
always been a religion of royal patronage. It had no stamina to grow 
from within under its own auspices. Asoka, Kaniska and others 
extended patronage towards it and gave it a push forward, on which it 
became popular and universal; but as soon as such patronage and the 
missionary activities which it implied were withdrawn it shrank back 
within narrow limits and its progress was at once arrested. The entire 
history of this faith bears a similar nature. 

In Kumarila’s time the Buddhist University of Nalanda was still 
in a flourishing condition, and there was a large number of Buddhist 
thinkers all over the country. Hindu philosophical thought was mer- 
cilessly attacked in all quarters. In Nyaya Uddyotakara who had 
already recovered his Science, especially Vatsyayana’s work, from the 
attack of Digniga, was himself made the victim of bitter assaults. 
Probably Dharmakirti was one of these assailants. It was left to 
Vachaspati in a subsequent century to reclaim Uddyotakara. The 
Vedic culture was also eclipsed by the Buddhists. And we find in 
Kumiarila’s Vartikas, more particularly in the Gloka-Vartika, a vehe- 
ment criticism of the Buddhist Philosophy. To one who has carefully 


mare ae danni eR TNE ere enter er smremenitir sie satire 


1 It is not believed by historians; cf. Eliot, Radhakrana, Carpenter, ete. The 
strugglo between Buddhism and Hinduism was a war of the pen and not of the 
sword. 
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studied the Tantra-Vartika and the Cloka-Vartika ıt will be evident 
that Kumarila was very fully acquamted with the various Buddhist 
vstems 

There 1s a tradition recorded in Tibetan works, e g Chos-byun bv 
Taranatha and Dpag-bsam-ljon-bzan (ed by 
Sarat Chandra Das), that there was a contro- 
versv between Kumarila Bhatta and the Buddhist philosopher Dharma 
kirti It is said that Dharmakirti, desiring acquaintance with the 
secrets of the Hindu Philosophy and hearing that Kumarila Bhatta was 
the greatest exponent of the Tirthika system disguised himself as a 
slave and entered mto Kumarila’s service Satisfied with his work 
Kuméarila expounded to him the secret doctrines Thereupon Dharma- 
kirti left off his employment and invited all Brahmanic philosophers to 
an open controversy with him It ıs said that the debate lasted several 
months, and that many Brahmans who were defeated were converted 
to Buddhism Kumaéarila, with a large following, then entered the lists 
It was arranged that whoever was defeated should adopt the doctrines 
of the winner The debate took place and Kumarila with his followers 
was defeated and converted to Buddhism 

In the Cankara Digvijaya of Madhava we find however a different 
account Reading the two accounts together we feel convinced that 
Dharmakirti in disguise studied with Kumāula who gave out his 
secrets to him in confidence But Kumarila was not then as fully 
conversant with Buddhist Philosophy as Dharmakiriti had become 
with Hinduism, and the result was that Kumarila was defeated ın 
debate This defeat of Kumarila ıs recorded ın the Tibetan tradition 
and is supported by the evidence of Madhava 


warfey tefaaraee- 
Sarre AQHA | 
adafreraceaant- 
aaaf freee | 
Kumarila confesses here plainly that being ignorant of the secrets of 


the Buddhist Thought he was not able to defeat his Buddhist oppo- 
nents in debate Tradition also has it that Kumamila, by birth a 


Kumarila’s Conversion 


! S C Vidyabhusana, ‘* History of Indian Logic” (1923), pp 304-5 
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Brahmana, had been a Buddhist monk but that he abjured it and 
adopted Hinduism (Eliot, Hinduism and Buddhism, IT, pp. 110, 207) 

It is said that Kumarila wept once on hearing the Veda refuted 
The Buddhists suspected him, seeing the tears. They threw him down 
from the roof of a high bulding, on which Kumarila exclaimed: IF 
Crutis are authoritative then I shall live.” For the hesitant expression 
(viz. “if ’) and for hearing the Castras in disguise ( asta}. one eve of 
Kuméarila was destroyed. Kumirila says that the teacher of a single 
letter is to be worshipped as a Guru, while his teacher was omniscient 
(349) and yet he denied him—an unpardonable fault. 

We owe it to the Cankara Digvijaya that Kuméarila committed 
suicide by entering the flames in «rder to 
expiate (wuraftat:) his sins. He says that 
his sins were twofold, viz (1) that, though he accepted discipleship 
under a Buddhist teacher he set himself subsequently against him and 
his doctrines. This was an unpardonable sin (qdewTeaTyay ACHAT 
quara ag: ). (2) The other fauit consisted in denial of the Godhead 

It is said that Cankara, who had already prepared his Bhasvas, 
met Kumarila on his death-bed on the pyre. when his body was 
already half-burnt. Cankara asked Kumérila to prepare a Vartika on 
his Bhasya and on Kuméarila’s refusal to comply with his request on 
the ground of there being no time for it, he offered to revive him by 
means of his Supreme Yogie power, if the latter only consented to it. 
But Kumarila did not like the idea. 

It is a well-known fact that both Kumarila and Cankara comprise 

m themselves the best intellectual fruits of 

a gr aaa the anti-Buddhist reaction which was already 
set afoot in the Gupta revival of the earlier 

centuries. In this respect both of them occupy a footing of equality. 
But from a careful comparison of the contents of Cankara’s Bhasyas 
and of Kumarila’s Vartikas the conclusion seems irresistible that 
Kumirila’s knowledge of Buddhist Philosophy was more profound and 
more accurate, though Cankara is better known as having been more 
deeply influenced by Buddhism. The nickname y=gqate, which was 
applied to Canikara by the Vaisnavas (and by Vijfidna Bhiksu) and 
in certain Puranas, was not unfounded But it seems, as Prof. Yama- 
kami has brilliantly shown in his ` Systems of Buddhist Thought’ that. 
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Kumatrila’s Last Scene. 
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Cankara’s knowledge of Buddhist Philosophy was naturally superficial 
in as much as he had no access to the secrets of its teachings 
There are no certain data for determimimg the birth-place ot 
Bhatta Kumaula Taranath says that he was 
a native of Southern India But ıt ıs also 
believed that he was a Brahman of Biha: who abjuied Buddhism for 
Hinduism! The tradition associatmg Kumarila with Northern Indi: 
recelves some support from the statement of Anandagiri in his Sankar ı 
Vijaya (Calcutta Edition, p 235) that Kumarila came from the North 
(Saaw *) and persecuted the Buddhists and Jains in the South 
We know nothing about Kuméailas family hfe The Tibetan 
works assert that Kumaiilla was a famuy mat. 
He was ın possession of a large number of rice 
fields, and 500 male and 500 female slaves and he was i:berall 
patronised by his King Anandagiris statement > that Mandana was 
Kumanila’s sisters husband (ufaathrat) is not probably correct 
Madhavacharye however observes that Mandana was Kuméaria + 
pupil j 
It ıs hardly poss.ble to mahe 1 detinite pronouncement on the 
religious convictions of Kumanla Whatever 
Peter R the position of Pūrva Miman:& might have 
been in this respect, Kumarila was very prob- 
ably not an atheist ın the ordinary sense of the term The intio- 


ductory verse of the Sloka-Vartika runs thus 
anama AAT | 
ae oifefafirara aa Sarif i 
This refers evidently to a personal God, viz Civa The commentator 


Parthasadrathi himself says that this is a stuti addressed to Vacvec 
vara Mahadeva’ +, but the verse lends itself as the scholiast observes, 


Kumarila’s Native Place 


Kumarila’s Family Life 


' Ehot Sir Charles, Hındursm and Buddhism, Vol IL, pp 110, 207 

2The term WeRFH is vague It may loosely stand for any part of Northern 
india from Kashmir to Magadha and Bengal, though generally the term is used 
for Kashmir and the Punjab Magadha and Bengal are usualiv reckoned among 
the eastern countries 

3? Çankara Vijaya (Bib Ind Edn, pp 236-37} 

+ (fac aTa afaqa aaeta |” Eliot also records the tradition (Hindu- 
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to an interpretation, though a strained one, in favour of Sacrifice. 
Kuméarila observes that the Mimansa was reduced to the position of 
the lokāyata system (by Bhartrmitra and others as Parthasarathi 
notes) and he takes the credit of having tried to recover it into the 
Astikapatha. 

That Kumarila believed ın the Unity of Paramatma and in the 
multiplicity of Jivas, and in the essential identity of the two, we gather 
from the exposition of his system in the Sarvasiddhantasangraha It 
is plainly stated that Atma is One as well as many ( firatfirgrarnearart )— 
One as the Supreme Self and many as the individual selves (astq 
afa afus: wera). The Supreme Seif, which alone is enternal, is 
one and is present in every individual (‘ waq ari Naet WET TOSI” 
and ‘yxarar aggaszt asta wzyarq’). This is exactly the teaching of 
Vedanta. And the Cloka-Vartika itself is clear on the point, viz where 
it 1s stated that the theory of the Self is to be studied in detail ın the 
Vedanta,’ thereby implying that in this respect the teachings of the 
two systems are the same. Kumarila’s belief in the Unity of the 
Supreme Self, considered as impersonal, is thus established. As to 
whether he had any faith in a personal God. of which there seems to 
be an indication in the first verse of the (loka-Vartika, opinion differs 
But I am inclined to think that he was at heart a believer Vasudeva 
Diksita in his Kulihalavrits (Vol. I, p. 47) also holds the same opinion 
regarding Kumarila’s belief in God.* But God as creator of the 
Universe he has expressly denied in the Cloka-Vartika. 


Although the chronology of Indiin History is as a rule the most 
uncertain and vexed section of Indian Studies, 
we are not on such uncertain ground in regard 
to the date of the author of Tantra-Vartika; but 1t must be confessed 


Kumairila’s Date. 


ısm and Buddhism, Vol. II, p. 207) that Kumārila was a worshipper of Siva. This 
need not militate against the popular behef that he was an incarnation of K&rti- 
keya (cf. Cankara’s Sarvasiddhaintasangraha). 

| gare faafaa fenan aa weet FAT | 

ceuratgrre ay: aA derafarraae 5 
Cloka-Vartika, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, pp. 727-728. 

<The Cankara Digvijaya plainly says that Kumarila confessed before hbis 

death that he had been throughout his life a believer in God. 
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that even hee there are not lacking difficulties and that ou: conclusion 
can only be more or less of the nature of approximation. 

The Tibetan Lama Tara Natha, m his History of Indian Buddhism, 
speaks of our author as Gzhon-un-rol pa, which hterally rendered 1s 
eyuivalent to ‘‘Kumaralila’’ There is evidently no doubt that by 
this name is meant the author of the Mimins& Vartiha Ta11 Natba 
describes him as a contemporary of Siong-tsan-Gampo, who ruled in 
Tibet m the 7th Century (627-650) A D 

Tt follows from the tradition referred to above about Kumarila’s 
conversion that his date synchronises with that of Dharmakirti We 
know that Dharmakirti was the disciple of Dharmapala who had been 
the head of the University of Nalanda and the contemporary of 
Bhartrhari, the author of Vakyapadiya Dharmapala was prior to 635 
AD when Hiuen Tsang visited Naland&i Dharmakirti may therefore 
be assigned to a period atter 635 A D! But he became already tamous 
before 650 A D when Srong-tsan-Gampo died And this supposition 1s 
confirmed by the fact that Itsmg, who visited India m 671-695 AD, 
refers to Dharmakirt: among scholars of late years? It is even hkely 
that durmg the period when Itsing was traveling through India 
Dharmakirti was living 

It 1s of interest to note that Itsing does not mention the name of 
Kumarila But this need not mean that Kumara lived after Itsing 
Jt seems that Itsmg did not care to notice Kumarila simply because 
the latter became a staunch anti-Buddhist This being so, the silence 
of Itsmg does not militate against the contemporaneity ot the two 
scholars 

Bhavabhiti, who calls himselt Kumarila’s pupi, lived in the court 


1 Cf Vidyabhiisana, loc cu Dr Kern holds (Manual of Indian Buddhism, 
p 130) that Dharmakirti hved between the stay of Hiouen Tsang, who does not 
refer to him, and that of Itsmg who speaks of him as a recent celebrity 16 about 
the last quarter of the 7th Century 

2 Max Muller (Indta whatcan wt teach us, pp 305 408) was misled by Siva 
rama’s statement m his Commentary on a passage m the Vasavadatta (viz 
( Steves fafearegrcatearg ) to hold that Subandhu referred to Dharmakirti’s 


work See Kern, Manual of Indian Buddhtsm, p 130, note 11, Lévi, ‘La Date 
de Candrogomnn’ in Bulletin de l'Ecole d' Extreme Orient, 1903, p 18, Gray, Intro 
duction to Vasavadatta (Columbia University Pubheation), p 8, Thomas, Intro- 
duction to his edition of Kavaachanasamuceaya, pp 47-48 
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of Yaçovarmā of Kanauj who flourished about 730 A.D. Assuming 
that Bhavabhūti was then a man of advanced age, say 50, and that 
he held his studentship under Kumarila in his early years, it stands to 
reason that Kumarila may have lived into the beginning of the Sth 
Century. Probably he survived Dharmakirti, with whom his contro- 
versy may be assigned to the end of the 7th Century. Dharmakirti 
was probably an older contemporary of Kumarila, though he read 
with the latter in disguise, as tradition has it. Kumarila also read 


with a Buddhist teacher later on, but the name of this teacher is not 
known. 


The date of Cankaracharya ıs still a question of dispute. But it 
is probable that the tradition regarding the interview of Cankara with 
Kumarila is historically unfounded The tradition is preserved by 
both Anandagiri and Madhavacharya, the former making Prayaga the 
place of interview and the latter Rudrapur in Southern India. In his 
Vartika on Cankara’s Upadeca Cahasri, Surecvara speaks of a verse as 
borrowed by Cankara from Dharmakirt: Kumārnla was a contem- 
porary of Dharmakirti and consequently Cankara must have succeded 
Kumarila. MM H. P. Shastri is of opinion that Kumārila preceded 
Cankara by two generations (Introduction to his edition of Six 
Buddhist Nyaya Tracts), which ıs not impossible. But the tradition 
regarding Mandana versus Suresvara, as being once a disciple of 
Kumārila ! and then of Cankara, cannot be brushed aside easilv. For 
the two names refer to an identical person. 

It seems that Cankara was living in the middle or third quarter of 
the 8th Century. The acceptance of 788 A.D as the date of Gankara’s 
birth would make it difficult to explain how Mandana, who must be 
dated in the early years of the 8th Century, should have been also a 
pupil of Cankara whose intellectual activities on that supposition must 
be assigned to the begining of the 9th Century And the date 
of Vachaspati being 898 Samvat? or 841 A.D., ıt is hkely that 


panacea reee - 


meem eean e e a aAA A RE E r a, a 


1 Both Anandagiri and Madhava say that Mandana was Kumanrila’s principal 
pupil. As to whether he is to be identified with Bhavabhiit: and Bhatta Umbeka 
it is hard to say anything correctly in the present stage of our knowledge. See 
Introduction to Mandana’s Bhavanaviveka, Sarasvati Bhavana Texts, No 6, 
published from the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares. 

2 This must refer to the Samvat Era, for otherwise the interval between 
Udayana and Vachas ati becomes practically nil 
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Cankara preceded him by two or three generations or say about a 
century 

Opmmion seems to be divided about the chronological relation bet- 
ween Kumanla and Prabhakara The tradi- 
tional view ıs what ıs recorded inthe Prabha- 
kara School of Pūrva Mimansa,”’ which repre- 
sents Prabhakara as the pupil of Kumara This has of course the 
sanction of Sarvasiddantasangraha, attributed to the great Cankar- 
aicharya,! and of Madhava’s Cankaradigvijaya (7 77) 

But ıt has been shown in the ‘ Prabhadkara Mimansa that consi- 
derations of style, ete , would not {ustify the acceptance of the tradi- 
tional view as historically sound And the probability 1s that Prabha- 
kara was older than Kumarila 

Di Keith, who hkewise rejects the current view in regard to the 
synchronism of the two authors and their mutual relation assigns 
Prabhakara to 600-650 A D This is of course on the assumption that 
(‘alikanatha was the pupil of Prabhakara and that he lived before 
Kumarila l am afraid both these assumptions are erroneous That 
Calikanadtha is of the same school a3 Prabhadkara is undoubted but 
there 1s no proof to show that he was Prabhakaras direct pupil 
The statement m Nitipatha, Section 2 of the Prakaranapafichika, 


Kumarila and Prabha 
kara 


Vis, EPURARE TIT NER aya | 
race: raaa wat fataa (Benares Edition p 13)— 


need not imply immediate succession? On the other hand it is very 
likely, as it has been shown in the Introduction to Varadaraja’s C'om- 


l Tt 18 difficult to say exactly whether this Cankara is the same as the famous 
author of the (ariraka Bhasya That the two were believed to be identical as 
early as the time of Madhusiidana Sarasvati (1500-1600 A D ), whose pupil com- 
mented on the Sarvasiddhantasangraha, 1s no real proof of their identity 

* By way of illustration we may point out that K imandaka, who lived about 
300 A D , calls Kautilya (400 BC) his own guru, though there 1s an interval of 
no less than 700 years between the dates of the two authors The second chapter 
of Kamandaka’s Nitisara deals with the classification of vidyas after the manner 
ot the Vidyasamuddera section in Kautilya’s Arthagaatra The fourth view, therein 
summed up, is that of Kautilya himself as set forth m the Arthacastra Kaman- 
daka says fyeryae vata fàr aft yaamag (verse 6, p 27, Trivandrum Edition) 
The commentator Cankararya notes m the J avamangala WIATA eifeair e fa 1 
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mentary (Bodhani) on the Nvayakusumafijah,! that Calikanatha was 
a native of Bengal and belonged to the 10th Century A.D, and was 
presumably an older contemporary of Udayandcharya He could not 
therefore have preceded Kumarila. This date of Calika will be quite 
consistent with the fact of his having quoted from Kuméarila’s Cloka- 
Vartika and referred to Mandana Micra’s Vidhiviveka. But though 
Galika is not prior to Kumarila, Prabhakara’s date, as given by Dr. 
Keith, is by no means affected, for Calika was not the mediate suc- 
cessor of Prabhakara. 

Pandit $. Kuppuswami Shastri has recently contributed an inter- 
esting paper on this vexed question (appearing in the Proceedings of 
the Second Oriental Conference, held at Calcutta, pp 407-412), in 
which he has sought to defend the traditional view regarding the rela- 
tion of the two Mimans& scholars. But I am afraid his argument is 
not convincing. Vachaspati Misra speaks in his Nyāyakanikā of an 
ancient school of Prabhakara as distinguished from the modern. 
Vachaspatis time being the middle of the 9th Century A. D., we must 
allow a sufficiently iong interval to have already lapsed before Prabha- 
kara’s immediate followers could have been rightly denominated as 
belonging to the ` Ancient School.” 

There is evidently no reference to Kumiarila in the expression 
alfiaatt m the extract quoted from the Brihati. This Vartikakara 
must have been a predecessor of Kumarila. There existed at least 
one Vartika on the Mimansa Sutras before the days of Kumarila, and 
there is an explicit reference to this in the following passage in the 
Tantra-Vartika : “@aaa fe aq wa ae ent ae arfam | 


aa difafceratat v3 ae aafia 1” 
qa 7 agfa are sea (Tantra-Vartika. Benares Edition, p. 606). 


On the age of Kamandaks Prof. C. Formic: contributed a paper to the 12th 
international Oriental Congress at Rome (=Alcum Osservazion: Sull’ epoca del 
Kāmandakīya Nitisara, Bologna, 1899), wherein he tried to show that Kaman- 
daka was a contemporary of Varahamuhira or even earlier For Jacobi’s views, 
see his ‘‘ Zur Fruhgeschichte der indischen Philosophie,” p. 742. Dr. Frederick 
ascribed him to a date earlier than 409 A.D. Cf. Sarkar, The Positive Back- 
ground of Hindu Sociology, p 8. 

! Introduction (pp. vii-ix) to the - Kusumafyalibodhani,’ edited by G. N. 
Kaviraj (Sarasvati Bhavana Texts Series, No. 4, Benares). 
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There 19 no reason to preclude the supposition thot Prtb akira had 
in View this particular Vartika work or another of ibs hiad 
Kumara makes a distinction between the language of the Aryas 
and that of the Mlechchhas in the Tantra- 
ee eee Vartika Any language other than that of the 
Snow ledge 
Aryans was put unde. the category of Mlech- 
chha [his was quite in keeping with the cailier tradition as preserved 
in Manu Samhud, Vitsyayana Bhasya on Nyāya and Patafyali's Mana- 
bhasy:  Kumauila observed that Veda could not be read im the pro- 
sence of the Mlechehhas and that the Aryans had no talk with i'e 
Mlechchias (T Vart, p 156) The habitat of the Mlechebhas was tne 
country outside Aryavaita, so that the Deccan was naturally regarded 
asa Mieshchhadesa From this puint of view even the Sonth Indien 
languages, an facu anv non-Sauskiit languige, would be ranked as 
Miche tha, and Kumarila expressly seys so His 1eferonce to s1fasife- 
Tat is really meant for the Tamil language Efe mentions the follow- 


ing Tamil words 
(1) aq =Tamil coru (boiled 1ce) 


(2) Tst= | nada: (path) 
(3) wa = , pampu (snake) 
(4) w= ,, Al (person) 

i ()at= ,, vaynu (belly)! 


Fiom thus attitude towirds the Dravidian language as Mlechchha 
Di Burnell inferred that n Kumarila’s time Brahmin civilisation had 
not much penetiated Southern ludia and there were ver, few Brahmins 
settled in the South This conclusioa gains some support from Hiouen 
Tsang’s report that the people of Southern India (about 700 A D ) were 
mostly Nirgianthas with a few Buddhists and there were no Brah- 
mins Kuméuila’s reference to Tamil loosely as auzirs is a further 
evidence in favou of general ignorance of the Aryans about the South 
Whatever this might mean, it 1s difficult to agree with Dr Burnell m 
his view of the spread of Brahmmucal civilisation in the South For 
we know that Agastya was one of earliest Arvas to have gone to the 


ee eee = mamrn m ve aaa 


-1 TL these words are sich as end in consonants, and they are converted into 
Sanshiit according to the genius ot the latte: by addition of a vowel to the ond 
Mı Kane(J BBRAS .1921-22 p 96, toot-note 3) thinks that the words belong to 
Malaval language 
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south The whole of the Ramayana represents the story of Aryan 
uunnigration into the South in the pre-Buddhistic ages. 

Kumarila then refers to the Parasi, Barbara, Yavana, Raumaka 
ind other languages. The first and third terms are evidently meant 
tor lranian and Greek Romaka ıs usually identified with Roman, .e., 
Latin. But this ıs doubtful. Very often in ancient times the word 
cra! meant Constantinople, and not Rome In that case the language 
reterred to would be some early form of Turkish. The Barbara lan- 
guage is according to Dr Burnell either (L) Bod-pa, i.e. Tibetan, or 
(2) Mramima,ie. Burmese. The Sanskrit word #@< is generally traced 
to the Greek Bdboras (see Fick, Indo-germanisches Worterbuch). In 
the Brihat Samhita (5.42, 14.18) the Barbara people have been assigned 
to the South-West 

Kumarila knew Latabhasé. When he affirms that in no other 
language than the Lata can rt be changed into are: (arta geuse art 
Sz VITA KYA aA Wa), he must be referring to the provincial 
dialect of the Lata country (Guzerat) in his day, and not to any Prakrit 
language as described in the Grammars* And on p. 989 of the Vartika 
Kumiuiria speaks of the Lata people too. 

He was acquainted with grammatical Prakrits also. He says 
that the sacred writings of the Buddhists and Jains abound in Prakrit 

It ıs usually believed that the Pali hterature went out of general 
use after the Council of Kamska, and that in the Gupta and post- 
Gupta periods there were very few people in India who knew its con- 
tents at arst hand. It may be of some historical interest to note—and 
it was a credit to Kumarila—that Kumānla apparently read, as late as 
700 A.D., even the origmal Buddhist works in Pali The passage in 
the Tantra-Vartika, p 171,° represents a well-known Buddhist Theory, 


We have such expressions as yfea aqatere Caner awry | But it 
ig vague. The word occurs in the Brih. Sam. (16.6). Kern equates it with 
‘Roman’. Alberuni says (Vol. I, p. 303) that Roma and Yamakoti are removed 
trom each other by half a circle (according to Hindu Geography). 

2 For it is well-known that in Mah@rastri and Apabhransga we can have art 


for gr (see Chanda. 3.7; Hemachandra, 1.79, 2.79.112; ete.) In the Ardha- 
migadhi too grą is changed into qrqą (according to Nayadammakaha 
and Niray avaliydo). 

an fae iaa qaaa ca eT aw safar wrefq war wha ard 


3 


kte 
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viz that all Samskrtadharmas, 1e products proceed from causes, but 
that their destruction (faat ) is without anv cause The authorities 
are cited by Poussin ın JR AS, 1902, p 371 

Kumanila iw well known for his famous Commentary on the 
Mimansa Bhasya of Cabara Svami This com 
mentarv consists of three parts — 

(1) Gloka-Vartika, in 3099 verses of Anustup metre It extends 

to the first pada ( amatą ) of the first Chapter 

(2) Tantra-Vaitika (ın prose) It extends from the second pada 
of Chapter I to the end of Chapte: IH 

(3) Tup-tika Gu the form of bret notes in prose) extending 
from the 4th Chapter to the end of Chapter XII 

fhe Tentta-Chidamani of Krisna Deva observes! that Kumarila 
was the author of two more commentaries, known as Brohut-ttka and 
Madhyama-tika, on the Cabara Bhasya It remarks that Tantra- 
Vartika, otherwise called Tantra-Tika, ıs only a summarv of the Brihat- 
tıka It ıs mteresting to note that Somegvara refers to this Brihat 
Commentary 

Apart from these, which are well-known it 1s believed that Kuméa- 
tila also wrote a Commentary on Manava Kalpa Sūtra A facsimile 
of this MS (No 17 m the Library oi His Majesty s Home Government 
of India) was printed in 1867 by Th Goldstucker 

On the Civamahimnastotra there 1s a Commentary, which records 
the tiadition attributing the authorship of the Stotra to Kumarila 
(see Descriptive Catalogue of Government O1iental Library, Mysore, 
No 11120) This, were it correct would be consistent with the bene- 
dictory verse in the Cloka-Vartika But it 1s likely that the tradition 
ig unfounded * 


His Literary Worhs 


Tee wie a) QÀ ATM CR VASAT wal GACT GAIT faafaa 
Sau wa TAT | This R the readıng of the Text as published im the Benares 
Sanskrit Series For different and ın some cases better readings of a few words in 
the above extract, see ILR A , 1902, p 371 

| See Hall, Bibliography 

2 It 1s written in Somadeva’s Yasastilakachampu, dated 959 AD (Kavya 
Mala, Part II, p 265) that Grahila was its author See Indian Antiquary 1917, 
July, p 164 
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The following Commentaries are known to exist on the Tantra 
vaitika — 
(l) Nydyasudha (or Sarvopaharini or Ranaka) By Bhatta 
Somejvara son of Bhatta Madhava, called Tnkandt 
mimansdmandana (Pub Chaukhambha 88, Benares ) 


(2) Taut@htamatatilaka By Bhatta Bhavadeva alias Bala 
Balabhi Bhujanga (Ind Off Cat p. 690) 


(3) Commentary By Pārthasārathı Misra This is referred to 
by Krsnadeva m lis Tantrachūdāmamı, but 1 1s not 
known whether it 1s meant for a distmct commentary ot 
onlv for the author s Nyayaratnamala 


(4) Nyayoparayana By Gangādhara Mısra A manuscript o! 
this work Chapter 3, exists im the Govt Sanskrit Library 
Benares 


(5) Commentary By Kamalaikara Bhatta, son of Ramakrsna 
Bhatta and grandson of Narayana Bhatta 


(6) Subodhkint By Annam Bhatta, son of Tirumatarya ol 
Raghava Somayaji family This commentary 18 gaid to 
have been prepared on the model of Nyāyasudhā 


(7) Mitéhsaa By Gopala Bhatta 


(8) .dj2t@ (or Tantratikamibandhana) By Paritosa Misra Mainu 
scripts of this exist in the Govt Oriental MSS Library 


Madras 


Besides the above, there was probably another commentary on thi 
Cantravartika by Bhatta Umbeka, as observed by Krsnadeva Thi 
author of the Castradipika (2 1 1) refers to Mandana as a commentato! 
on the Tantravartika And there ıs reason to believe, as Madhas 
acharya says in the Cankara Digvijaya, that Umbeka was only another 
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name of Mandana Micra As Umbeka ıs already known to have written 
a commentary on the Clokavartika, Krsnadeva’s statement about his 
authorship of a commentary on the Tantravartika seems to gam m 
weight 
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ae in the Veda, way should the Smıtıs have been compose! 

at all ? 
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‘‘Mention of Results also does not indicate diference among 
actions” .. 
Siddhanta. Each name ‘indicates something new and different 
The names can have no connection with the Jyotistoma 
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Soan ae (9). Differentiation of actions trongt Deities (Sūtra 

Differentiation of actions through accessories 

Question re sentences ‘(a@) Vaicvadevyamiksa — (b) Vajibhyo vāji- 
nam ’—Does the latter sentence only lay down a different material 
for the sacrifice mentioned in the former sentence? Or does it 
mention a distinct sacrifice? ., 

Pūrvapaksha : ‘*‘ The second sentence lays down a different material 
for the sacrifice mentioned in the preceding sentence” 

= Amik and Va&jina are two optional alternative materials in 
regard to the same sacrifice” ., 

*‘ The action mentioned in the second sentence is not different from 

that laid down in the Srst” 
Siddhanta - The mention of the second material clearly indicates a 


different sacrifice ea ae as fe 4 
Meaning of the Sūtra .. ‘a Ds os 
‘The two materials cannot be optional alternatives ia os 
The sentence ` Vaigvadévi GmiksG’ analysed and explained yà 


‘The second sentence ‘ Vajibhyo Vajinam ’ analysed and explained — 
which shows that it stands on a different footing, on thirteen 


grounds ; 
A counter-instance to the Adhikarana cited (Sūtra 24 as explained 
by the Vārika) ae er ms ae a 


Adhikarana (10). Embodied in Sūtra 24, which the Bhdshya 
takes asa distinct Adhikarana by itself, in the sense that in cases 
where the second sentence mentions no other material, the action 
spoken of in the two sentences must be the same .. s4 


Adhikarama (11). Certain materials, like Dadhi and the like, are 

mentioned with a view to distinct results (Sūtra 25-26) ši 

Question re sentence ‘ Dadhnéndriyckamasya Juhuyāt’ : Does this 

mention an action distinct from the Agnihotra ?—or it only lays 

down for the same Agnihotra a different material to be offered 

with a view to a special result ? sx ad eve 

Connection with previous conclusions oe 

Preliminary question—Does the result mentioned follow from the 
Homa or from the material? .. 

Bhaehya criticised for omitting to cite the ve ieayavākyð cited in the. 
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Bhashya explained 

Preliminary question objected to 

Objection answered 

The main question discussed and justified 

Pirvapaksha ‘‘The sentence lays down a distinct Action” 

‘‘Pirvapaksha view has the entire support of the’ Bhavarthadhr 
karana ” 

Words of the Pirvapoksha-bhashya explained in detail 

Siddhanta (Sūtra 26) The sentence lays down an accessory to the 
previous action 

Bhavarthadhikarana not applicable to the present case 

The sentence contains a word denoting the effort of the Agent 

‘* How can the material, which 1s not signified by the root, be con 
nected with the Method of the Act °?” 

The word ‘ »uhuyat’ refers to a Homa enjomed previously 

Action mentioned in the sentences ıs not different from the Agni 
hotra 

‘The result follows from the mater:al (Dadhi)’—this 1s the correct 
view 

No alternative explanation possible 

‘ Atha vā’ 18 the right reading 


\dhikarana (12) The Varavantiya and the rest are distinct 


actions 

Subject of the Adhikarana 

Question Of the two sentences—(1) ‘ VGravantiyamagnistomasama 
kā yam’ and (2) ‘ Htasyavva 1 tvatisu varavantiyam, ete , etc ’—does 
the second sentence enjoin an action distinct from that enjomed 
in the former sentence? Oritservesto point a different accessory 
for the same action ? 

Piirvapaksha ‘The sentence only lays down a different material 
for the same action This 1s in accordance with the conclusions of 
the foregoing Adhikarana 

Objections against the view that it lays down a distinct Action 

Siddhanta The present case being distinct from that dealt with in 
the foregoing Adhikarana, the sentence must be taken as laying 
down a distinct action 

Difference between the two cases explained 

Difference between the sentence in question and the sentence ‘ Sapda 
cãratmrväjapeyasya yipah ’ 

Action of Hymnzng 1s distinct from sacraficeng 

No material relationship between the two sentences 

All that the Sama needs ıs the Vedic text 

Piirvapaksha arguments answered 

The ‘ sacrifice’ signifies 1ts own qualification 

No relationship between the sacrifice and the Varavantiya 

Conclusion Result follows from the sac tfce,—and this sactifice 18 
wholly distinct from the previously mentioned Agnestut 

Various explanations of ‘ efasya’ 

Syntactical split avoided 

Relationship between the Revati and the Véaavantiya explained 

The qualification of a qualification may bə enjoined 

The sentence m question specifies the Revatı Rk and the Võra- 
T Sima ın connection with the Bhāvanā signified by 
*yajtia’ .. ae wh 

Objections answered 

More digcrepancies in the Pirvapaksha arguments 

Construction of the texts discussed 

Cases where the injunction of several things may be possible 
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Adhikarana (10). Agnicayana is a secondary preparatory rite .. 866 
Visayavakya: ‘Agniticinuté. .athGto’gnimagnistoménadnujanai?, etc., oe 
ete. à ka 
Question Does the sentence lay down & distinct sacrifice ?—Does it 
lay down mere Cayana, ‘ collecting’ by itself ?—Does ıt lay down 
this latter as an accessory to all Primary and Subsidiary 
sacrifices ? Ses 866 
Piirvapaksha ‘The sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice ”’ als 7 866 
‘« « Agni’ is thè name of a sacrifice to be performed” .. . 860, 867 
‘‘ Meaning of ‘ Anu’ is ‘ AnujGnati’ = k 867 
‘< Another explanation: The first part of the sentence enjoins & 
distinct sacrifice, and the latter part ae down tho procedure of 
that sacrifice” = 867 
Siddhānta (Sūtra 22) ‘ Agni’ cannot be the name of a sacrifice .. 86; 
The word ‘ Agni’ does not fulfil the conditions of 1-24-4 i 868 
The Agn: mentioned in the sentence must be a substance ie 868 
That substance is Fire. ded , ba r 868 
The word ‘ Cinuté’ dces not denote sacrifice i 868 


The sentence can only mean ‘ one should prepare the Fire by means 
of Cayana’ ie 868 
Thus ¿tone can the Accusative ending i in + Agnim’ be justified ae 868 
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The word ‘ yajatz’ signifies the Sattras of the Jy otistoma 868 
- Agni’ in the latter part of the sentence means that Fire which has 
been sanctified by the Cayana mentioned in the preceding 

sentence 869 

The entire sentence serves to make the Fire subsidiary to sacrifices 869 

Precedence and Sequence need not always be of the same class 809 


Agm 13 connected with all sacrifices,—any sacrifice may be called 

‘Agni’ —such name serves to indicate details of the sacrifice 

(Siitra 23) 869 
Another Bhashya’ referred to, raising the questions of Agni (the 

sacrifice) having ə fruit or otherwise,—its being a primary or a 


subsidiaiy sacrifice ,—-its being eternal or transient 870 
Mention of such common accessories as ‘Fire’ and the lke cannot 
serve to distinguish ore sacrifice from another 870 
Adhikarana (11) The monthly Agnihotra is a distinct sacrifice 87k 
Tntroduction Differentiation of Actions by Context 871 
Visayavakya * Mdsamaynthoram quhotr, ete’ 871 
Question Does this lay down the month as the time for tho ordi- 
nary Agnthota or does it lay down a distinct Agnihotia ? 871 
Pirapaksha ** The woid ‘ Agmhotra’ must signify the same thing 
wherever ıt may be used 871 
‘‘Sfention of the month 15 not mcompatible with the ordinary 
Agnihotia ” S71 
O:, the sentence mav be taken as laying down the ordinary 
Agnthotra as to be performed duung a month only ” 872 
Or, ıt may lay down the ordinary Agnihotra as to ve performed 
along with the Soma sacrifices” 872 
In anv cate the Aqnihoa mentioned is the same as the ordinary 
one’? 872 
siddh@nta It mentions a distinet Agnihotra 872 
The Monthly Agaihotra is mentioned as to ba performed after the 
(pasads and this is not the case with the ordinary Agnihotia S72 
When the action 18 a distinct one, there ıs no incongruity in many 
things be mg laid down 873 
The above exposition of the Sıddhånta according to the Bhashya 
is open to objection R73 


According to this exposition, the Adhikarana would be only one 

moire instance of Differentiation of actions based on syntactical 

opht 873 
Che reasonings set forth by Bhashva may apply to the Agnihotra 

it could not appl, to the Darga-Piirnamasa mentioned in the 


second sentence 873 
Supplying of words from outside justifiable only when no meanimg 

1s obtamable other wise 874 
Exposition of the Siddhania, according to the Varieka 874 


When v Accessory 1s mentioned as an accomplished thing, and not 
as soinething to be accomphshed then the action to which ıt 


aprpertains must be distinct š 875 
[he Monthly Agnihotra cannot be distinct, because the connection 
with the context of the ordinary Agnthotra 1s entirely cut off 875 
Factors connected with Actions are (1) Upadeya and (2) Anupadeya 875 
The Upadeya factors aie connectible, even from remote contexts 875 
Anupiideva tactors not so connectible à 875 
Che slightest discrepancy in two Actions constitutes a difference 815 
Challenge thrown out by the Injunctive word i 676 


Fhe ‘month’ cannot be connected with the Agnihotra mentioned 
ina remote context 87 
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Because the ‘ month’ ıs not something to be accomplished i3 876 
The Name has nothing to do with the difference or non-difference 
of actions 877 
The Bhavana of the ordinary Agnihotra could not be brought up 
to the remote context of the Monthly Agnihotra .. 877 
The name denotes an established entity, it cannot apply to what is 
signified by the verbal root .. 877 
The Root-meanings are- different only when the Root used ‘is 
totally dissimilar to the Name .. a = 878 
In reality it 1s only the Bhāvanās that are distinct jx 878 
The Bhāshya also has mentioned, as the ground of differentiation, 
Time, which is an Anupadeya factor ps aa es 878 
Adhikarana (12). The Agneya and the lıke are Kamya Ietis .. 880 
Introduction: A new ay m which context operates towards 
differentiation 880 
Visayavakya should be one that does not deal with the " Anupadeya 
factors of Place and Time 880 
The present sentence deals with the Anupadeya factors of Result 
and Object to be sanctified 880 
The real Visayavakya of the Adhikarana: (a) A ynéyamastakapalam 
nirvapet rukkamah, etc., and (b) ‘ Traidhataviya dikeaniya.’ 
These are not amenable to the Indication of Context .. pan 8&1 
Question Do these sentences lay down distinct sacrifices, or only 
particular results in connection with the Agneya offering”? .. 881 
Pūrvapakshka « ‘‘ The sentence lays down a result with reference to 
the sacrifice mentioned before ” ; si 881 
Siddhania : The result can never be enjoined 2 ek 881 
The Result is always uddégyu, never vidheya 881 
Desire, which 1s transient, cannot accomplish the Agnéya and 
other actions, which are lasting mr ‘a 881 
Conclusion: The sentences lay down distinct actions .. ae 882 
Adhikarana (13). The Avesti resulting in the acguisstion of food.. 883 
Adhbikarana a counter-instance to peers Adhikaranas based 
on non-proximity . i 883 
Visayavakya . : Agnéyo* stakapGlo bhavati ‘etaya annadyakimam 
yajayat’ and several others z4 883 
Question: Does this sentence mention a result in reference to a 
sacrifice of the same name previously enjos elsewhere, or 
does it lay down a distinct action ? 883 
Pirvapaksha “The action mentioned is none other than what has 
been previously enjoined 583 
e The name of the sacrifice must be a mere reference to the action 
of thesame name . oa j 883 
Seddhänta. The potency of the Injunction varies according as it 1s 
originatwe or applicatory 884 
The sentence in question contains an Injunction which is both 
originative and applicatory ne i es se 884 
Because a thing is Uddecya, that isno rsason why it must be always 
referred to . des sed 884 
Generally, Place and other Anupadeya factors are referred to EN 884 
In some cases they may be objects of mnjunction ri zs 884 
Use of the Adhikarana 885 
The six grounds of Differentiation ‘of Actions ‘having been described, 
the Author introduces the view of an old water, peraRgine 
to whom there are only four such grounds as 885 
Criticiém of this view . Ka xí a bs 885 
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Defect ın the orthodox exposition of the Siddhanta pointed out as 
and rectified 886 
Distinction between ‘names’ and ‘ words’ as indicating difference 
among actions 886 
Adhikarana (14) Repetition of the Agnéya serves the purpose 
of glorification 887 
Vosayavakya ‘ Agnéyo' stakapGlo‘ mavaayayam bhavatt’ and again 
‘ gnéyo ‘ stakapalo’ mavasyayam paurnamasyancacyuto bhavate’ 887 
Question Is ıt the same Agnéya mentioned in both sentences, 
or arte the two distinct actions ? 887 
Bearing of the foregoing Adhikarana on the question 887 
Pūrvapaksha ‘‘ The centence speaks of two distinct actions” 887 
Seddhanta (A) Tentatee Praudhiwvada It 1s the same action men- 
tioned in both sentences 888 
The two sentences are optional Injunctions of the same Action 888 
This presentation of the Seddhanta ıs contrary to the law of the 
Abhyasadhikarana 888 
Siddhénia (B)-——The final view It ıs the same action mentioned in 
the two sentences, the repeated mention serving the purpose of 
glorification $88 
PADA IV 
Adhikarana (1) The life-long Agnihotra 890 
Visayavakya * Yavajjivamagmhotram juhot’ 890 
Question Does the sentence lay down the repetition of the 
Agmhotra offering or ıt only lays down a restriction for the 
Agent ? 890 
The sentence found m the Brahmana of the Rgveda and also in 
that of the Yajfirveda 890 
Objection to the question as being connected more with the subject- 
matte: of Adh III than with that of Adh IT 890 
Question justified There is nothing wrong in introducing a 
question related to the subject of Adh iI 890 
This justification 1s not satisfactory 890 
Question justified differently It really turns upon Diference 
Is each daily performance of the Agnihotra a distinct action, 
or all of them constitute one action lasting the whole life-time 
of the performer ? $91 
The questıon turns upon difference—not among several Actrons but 
upon several performances of the same action 891 
Pirvapaksha (a)“ All the daily performances go to form a single 
action , (b) the term ‘ hfe-long’ 1s a qualification of the Action, and 
(c) the sentence serves to lay down the tme for the Action” 891 
‘ Only thus can the eulogy of the Satira apply to the Agmhotra”’ 892 
Siddhanta ‘ Life-long’ ıs a qualification of the Agent 892 
Construction of the Sūtra 893 
< Yavayzivam denotes the Isfe-teme of the agent, tha occasson for the 
Action 893 
< Yavat’ indicates duratson of time only when there is no Injunction 893 
Difference between Time and Action 893 
In any case, all actions are not known as ‘ Time’ 894 
Time marked by certain actions of the Sun 894 
‘Life’ 1s not a fixed measure of time 894 
The Pirvapaksha involves the assumption of repetition to be 
expresed by the verb ‘* juhoti” aA 894 
A single performance cannot be spread over one’s whole ‘ life’ 894 


Exact meaning of ‘Paurnamasyam paurnamasya yajeia’ 895 
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‘ Yavat’ in ‘ Yavajjivam denotes the end of lfe as the limic of the 
performance 


According to Siddhanta, ‘the Injunction would be fulfilleg, by every 


daily Agnihotra ; while according to Piirvapaksha, if would be 
fulfilled only at death Gh i 
Conclusion The sentence lays down a property of the Agent sie 


Eixpiation is laid down for the transgression of the time of per- 
formance; this would be meaningless if the whole life were the 
prescribed time for the single act és 

No such anomaly in the Siddhanta 

Anomaly cannot be AER in accordance with the Pūrvapaksha 
view ; 

There would be no sense ın texts speaking of certain acts as to be 
done after the completion of the Action in question (Sūtra 4) ae 

The continuity of the life-long single act would be broken by 
anything that the man may do throughout his life 

The exact significance of two sentences: (1) ‘ Ahitagnirva esha yo’ 
Agnthotram Juhoti ete’ and (2) < Jaramaryam va étal Satram, ete.’ 

What is said in the sentence just quoted not possible, according to 
Purvapaksha 

There being no definite mark to ‘indicate ‘the ‘end of life,’ the 
injunction (as interpreted by ae a can not have a bind- 
ing character 

Agnihotra is ‘eternally binding’ in the sense that it is to be per- 
formed as long as the man’s body continues 

I£ * Ya@rajjivam’ lays down the time of performance, the subsi- 
diaries also of the Agnıhotra would have to be performed 
throughout one’s hfe.. 

j Yūvajwam, denoting a property of the Agent, signifies the 
occasion for the performance .. Ja 

Several interpretations of Sūtra 7 

In regard to the Soma, and the Caturmasya sacrifices also—in 
whose injunctious the term ‘ yavajjivam’ does not occur,—the 
occasion is expressed by such sentences as ‘ vasanté vasanté 
Jyotisha, ete. etc’ .. oe ii d si 


a » o 


Adhikarana (2). The Action mentioned in different g akhas is the 


same ‘ = 

Introduction 

Question When the same action 1s found enjoined in texts of 
various Gakhas, are they to be regarded as enjoining the same 
action or distinct actions ? 

Purpose of the Adhikarana: Difference of Qakha does not differen- 
tiate Actions 

Why is the question restricted to texts of several Qākhās of the 
same Veda, and does not take in texts of different Vedas ? 

Reason for this explained Sv a 

Pirvapaksha ‘The action mentioned in each Qakha text is 
distinct ”’ ee ou 53 

** Reasons: (1) Difference i in name is oy p 


‘(2) Difference in form om = 
‘¢ (3) Difference in sacrificial details Ss - a3 
‘¢ (4) Repetition Fe J r ix 
‘< (5) Deprecation oa bs : . 22 
` (6) Incapability a ai pes i A 
‘© (7) Difference in completion sa - ~ a 
“ (8) Difference in Expiatory Rites fa 7 bate 
“ (9) Difference in purposes served re afi si 


Siddhanta The action is one only si À s 
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The action 1s the same, even though mentioned m different Gakhi 
texts or ın different Brahmana texts of the same Veda 908 
Reasons (1) Connection with Result is the same 908 
(2) Forms—ie Deity and Material—are the same 908 
(3) Injunctton—1 e Root-meaning and Bhavana —are the same 908 
(4) Name 18 the same 908 
As a rule one man studies and knows only one Qakhé text 908 
Various Gakhas are not meant to be studied by any one man 908 
There are no injunctions for the study o* several Vedas 909 
The names ‘ Ka@thaka’ ete of the Ga@khas cannot establish difference 
in the actions 910 
These names (‘ KGthaha’ and the rest) are applied to several 
actions, not necessarily connected 910 
So by Piirvapaksha argument, all these actions should be one and 
the same 910 
s Kathaka’ and other names aie coined, and hence cannot serve to 
differentiate actions 911 
These differences m minor details cannot constitute difference of 
Action 9il 
Difference ın Injunction of details ıs theoretical, not practical 911 
Objection ‘*The mention of the act in several texts may be taken 
as prescribing Repetition of the same act” 912 
Answer No repetition is possible 912 
Conditions under which repetition 1s possible 912 
One man does not know of the several Injunctions 912 
The several Gakha texts need not be useless 913 
Sūtra (16 A) omitted in Bhashya 913 
Texts of several Gahhads cannot be retained by any smgle person 913 
If the actions were different, the texts would belong to different 
‘ Vedas’ not to different ‘ @akhas’ 914 
Absurdity mvolved in Piirvapaksha theory (Sitra 18) 914 
Arother anomaly ,, me „ (Sūtra 19) 915 
Even ordinary students regard the action to be the same 915 
‘ Deprecation,’ ‘ Incapabihty’ and ‘Completion,’ urged by the Piir- 
vapaksha, are explicable also according to the Siddhanta 915 
Another explanation of the Sūtra 915 
It 18 not satisfactory 916 
‘ Expiatory Rites,’ urged by Piivapaksha, not incongruous with 
Siddhanta 917 
Mention of ‘Completion’ indicates unity, not diversity, of actions 917 
Indicative words of Vedic texts available m support of both viéws 917 
Measuring of the Ved: compatible with unity of action 918 
No contradiction between texts relating to the Holding of the 
Shodashi 919 
The instance of the Sarasvata sacrifice supports both views 919 
In the case of ‘ Upshavya,’ the repetition of the Brhat and the 
Bathantara serve to restrict the number 919 
Vedic texts support the view that the Action in question 1s one and 
the same 919 
That the action 1s one 1s shown by Syntactical Connection, while 
difference would be shown by Order 920 


Stitra 3218 not a repetition of 1 37 921) 
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PADA I. 
Adhikarana (1). (Sūtra 1.) Introduces the esuineneniatior of the 
Adhyaya 921 
Connectior. with preceding Adhyāyas T a we 921 
Subject of foregoing Adhyāyas summed up .. be 92] 
Meaning of ‘ Géza- -lakeana — Remaining Adhyayas’ . 92] 
Singular number in ‘lakeanam’ explained .. 92] 
This explanation reconciled with the specific definition of * Gea" 
in next Sūtra . 92| 
Sūtra (2) begins with one subject from among many that are dealt 
with in all the remaining Adhyayas, compnced under the term 
‘ Géealaksanam’ . 92] 
Two explanatıons of the ‘compound ‘ Uzsalaksanam’ -—(a) ‘Remain- 
ing Adhyayas,’—(0) ‘ Definition of @ isa, 1.6. Auxillary character’ 922 
Both of these consistent: Subjects dealt with under Adhyayas IV- 
XII are only connected with subject of ‘ ae Character’ 
dealt with under ITI . ‘ gi 922 
Connection of subject of Adh IV with < Gea’ a og 922 
Connection of subject of Adh. V with ‘ Qésa’ ds 922 
Connection of subject of Adh. VI with ‘ Géea’ : 922 
Connection of the subject of Adhy&yas VII to AIL with * Gésa’ .. 923 
The Siitra (1) may be taken as introducing Adhyaya lII only we 923 
Explanation of the word ‘ atha’ in the Sūtra 923 
Explanation of the word ‘atah’ as pointing out the reason why 
the question of ‘Gésalaksana’ is taken up 923 
This supplies the connection between Difference of Actions (dealt 
with under TI) and auwiliary character (going to be dealt with 
und TIT) 924 
The omission in Adhyaya II of such connecting Sūtra explained . 924 
Detailed reference in Bhadshya on the opening Süira of Adhyaya II 
to subjects of preceding Adhyaya explained and justified on the 
ground that there is close dependence of what is said in anyeye 
II on what has gone in Adhyaya I 924 
(a) Abhyasadhikarana (IJ-ii-2) based upon Veda being the means 
of knowing Dharma. 924 
(b) Sūtras IT-ii-9 et seq dependent upon the nature of ‘ Arthavada’ 925 
What is said in Adhyaya II relating to Godina and Goyajria depends 
upon the nature of ‘Mantra’ . 925 
(c) Difference between Homa and ‘Yaga based upon Grammatical 
Smrtis .. ba a 925 
(d) II-ii-28 dependent upon the nature of ‘names’. ise 925 
(e) The case of the Prajapatyas determined by Vakyage sa’ 925 
Similar need of recapitulating, in the beginning of Adhy&ya ITI, the 
conclusions of Adhyaya II 926 
The close connection between the subjects ‘dealt with under iL 
and III .. 926 
The omission of such recapitulation i in the Bhashya explained si 926 
Connection between Adh. II and III indicated by the word ‘ Atha’ 926 
The term ‘ Atha’ here explained differently from Adh. I, Sūtra T.. 926 
Exact meaning of the Siitra explained 927 
Propriety of the consideration of Auxiliary character on the present 
occasion .. os . 927 
Various ways of defining the Auxiliary : gs a28 
Inter-dependence between ‘ Auxiliary’ and ‘ Principal i E 928 
The definition of ‘ Auxiliary’ implies that of the - ‘Principal’ 928 


Sūtra 1 lays down the subject of Adh. III as the‘ Definition of the 
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Auxiliary,’ along with the various means of ascertaming the ý 
Auxiliary character 328 
Questions to be dealt with are enumerated ın the Bhashya 928 
Detailed enumeration of subjects to be dealt with ın Adh III 929 
Adhikarana (2) (Siitra2) Definition of Auxihary 930 
‘That which ıs done for another °’ 1s the Auxiliary 930 
This definition of ‘ Auxiliary’ imphes that of * Principal ’ 930 
‘ Auxiliary, ‘ Yésa,’ synonymous with ‘ anga’ and ‘ guna’ 930 
Avoidance of syntactical split in Sūtra 930 
Five theories regarding the character of the Auxiliary enumerated 
and criticised 930 
(1) First theory —‘‘The Auxihary 13 that which 1s an snvareable 
concomitant of another 930 
Objections to this first theory 930 
(2) ‘ Second theory —‘ Auxiliary 1s that which 1s instigated hy 
another’ 93) 
Objections to the Second theory 931 
(3) Third theory —‘ The Auxthary 13 that which exceeds another’ 93] 
Objections to the third theory 93] 
(4) Fourth theory —‘ The Auxiliary is that which 1s enjomed at the 
end of the Injunction ’ 931 
Objection to the fourth theory 932 
(5) Fifth theory —‘ The Auxiliary 1s that which helps another’ 932 
Objections to the fifth theory 933 
The only correct definition 1s that ‘the Auxihary 1s that which 1s 
for the sake of another, as stated mm the Siitra 934 
Difference between this and defimtion No 5 935 
The fact of one thing bemg for the sake of another can be as- 
certained only by means of Cruti, Linga, Prakarana, etc 936 
When the Bhashya speaks of ‘help’ what it actually means 1s 
being for the sake of 937 
The opponent takes the Bhashya ın its literal sense and urges that 
it favours definition No 5 937 
Ihis explanation ıs rejected and the Bhashya otherwise explained 937 
Objection that the present Siitra 13 only a repetition of what has 
gone in Sütra 218 937 
Answer by the Bhāshya Sūtra 218 only asserts that Accessories 
do not bring about an Apūrva 937 
An explanation of the Bhashya stated and rejected 937 
Two other explanations set forth 938 
Adhikarana (3) (Sūtra 3-6 ) Enumeration of Auxiliaries 939 
Pirvapaksha ‘‘ The ‘auxiliary’ character belengs to substances, 
Properties and sanctifications according to Badarz (Sūtra 3) 939 
‘t To sacrifices, auxihary character cannot belong ” 939 
Stddhanta—The auxilary character belongs to the said three and 
also to (4) Actions 940) 
Also to the (5) Agent (Sūtra 5) 940 
Reason ın support of Sütra 5 940 
Objections against the Bhashya exposition of the Adhikarana 940 
In view of the objections, the exposition of the Bhashya ıs some- 
what differently explained Of] 
Badari’s theory (Sūtra 3) 1s the Pirvapaksha which 1s based upon 
the idea that the auxihary is tha? whtch helps 941 
Siddhanta set forth ın Sūtra 41s based also on the same ides, as 
the Agent also helps the action 94i 


Sacrifices cannot help, hence they can never be auxiliaries 941 
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The case of the Result is somewhat different ki S 942 
According to Siddhänta, Sacrifices, Results and Agents can be 

both ‘ auxiliary’ and ‘ Principal’ ve a ns 942 

This dual character is denied (in the Bhashya) by the Pirvapakshin 942 


According to Pirvapaksha (in Bhashya) Sacrifice and Result are 

always ‘ Principal’ and the Agent always Auxiliary: Hence dual 

character is denied in regard to all these .. 5i si 942 
Siddhānta (Sūtra 4-6) establishes the dual character of all the 

three, on the basis of the definition of ‘ Auxiliary’ as that 

which is for the sake of another . sa is ay 942 
The Pirvapaksha admits the Agent to be ‘Auxiliary’ on the 


ground of his helping the action ne oe 942 
According to Siddhanta, the Agent is auxiliary because he is for 

the sake of another,—not because he helps .. RA a 943 
The exposition of the Adhikarana according to the Vrtti ga 943 
All the Sūtras 3-6 embody the Siddhanta to the Vrtti zè 943 
Sūtra 3 simply means that the three theories mentioned are alw ays 

~ auxiliary,’ never ‘ Principal’ we si Si 943 
Sütra 4-6 mean that the character of ‘ auxiliary’ belongs to Sacri- 

fices, Results and Agents also .. es pS T 943 
Two kinds of -auxiliary’—(1) Absolute, those enumerated in 

Sütra 3, and (2) Relative, those enumerated in Sūtras 4-6 Sh 943 


Objection :—* Auxiliary’ character is always relative .. Sx 943 
Answer :—The distinction between those that can be auxiliane 
only, and those that can be both anxiliary and Principal cannot 


be denied = a ni ee ss 944 
Adhikaraņa (4). (Sūtra 7-10.) The Nirvapana and such pro- 
cesses apply to definite objects, according to use e ee 946 
Connection of the Adhikarana .. sta s% és 946 
Next three Adhikaranas treat of the practical applications of (1) 
Sanctifications, (2) Substances and (3) Properties .. ‘as 946 


According to some (I) the application of Sanctifications is indicated 
by the suggestive power of words, (2) that of substances by 
syntactical connection, and (3) that of Properties by direct 
Assertion a ee si ded Pe 946 
This is not countenanced by ‘‘ our teachers ’”’ es — 946 
Subject of Adhikarana: Such acts as pouring out, washing, 
threshing and co forth mentioned in connection with the Darca- 
purnamasa ig 2% be sa awe 946 
Question Are all these acts to be done to all kinds of materials— 
Vegetables, Butter and Curd-mixture’ Or is every one of them 


restricted to those materials in which they are useful Ji 946 
The question is objected to by the Siddhantin sce 2 947 
Question justified by the Opponent = S aia 947 
The opponent’s justification criticised ai ae es 947 
The opponent offers another explanation... 947 


The question of the Adhikarana as stated by the opponent: Are the 
acts in question to be performed with reference to the single 
final Apurva of the Darcapiirnamasa, or with reference to 


several minor Apirvas ? ne it Ei o ee 948 
Siddhanta view stated: Each of the acts is connected with a 

definite purpose ag ds se E o 948 
All the acts cannot be performed with reference to a single Apūrva 949 


Pūrvapaksha stated in detail (Sūtra 8): ‘‘ The acts must pertain to 
all materials, because they don’t differ either in their relationship : 
or in the context” .. = aa a F 950 
The Pūrvapaksha position explained in detail Sy zë 950 
Meaning of ‘‘ Apūrva ’—‘ what did not exist before .. Zs 950 
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“There is only one Apiirva resulting from the Darcaptirnamiasa, 
and this 1s brought about by all the materials that are used at 
it, and hence the acts done to those materials must pertain to 
all of them 950 
'*Mimor Apiirvas, even when present, do not lead to any definite 
results ”’ 950 
‘The Injunction of the acts must have universal application ” 950 
‘¢ Two reasons for this given in Sūtra 8 950 
‘The acts must pertain to all materials ”’ 951 
Siddhanta If we reject the visible purpose served by the acts, they 
lose their usefulness (Sūtra 9) 951 
It is only when there is no visible result, that the act can be taken 
as leading to a transcendental one (Sūtra 10) 951 
Analogy of the act of Prathana 951 
One act serves a visible purpose in regard to one kind of material 
Threshing is useful in the case of the corn only 951 
In regard to other materials such an act would be useless 951 
So long as a useful operation is possible, no Vedic Injunction can 
ever urge an agent to the performance of a useless operation 952 
Similarly with each of the acts in question 952 
The result of the Threshing 1s one that is needed 92 
Tt 1s only when there are no perceptible results that an assumption 
of imperceptible ones can be justified 952 
Conditions under which alone the acts could be connected with all 
materials 953 
For each of the actions there is a distinct Aptirva 953 
The minor Apirvas are of use ın according help to the Final Apiirva 
of the Darcapiirnamasa 953 
An Apurva serves as the instigator of an act onlv when the per- 
formance of that act actually brings about that Aptiva 953 
Threshing could be connected with other materials, only if no 
Apiirva were brought about by the corn that has been threshed 954. 
All this ıs explained in detail under Chapter IX 955 
\dhikarana (5). The Sphya and other Implements have then use 
restricted by their connections (Siitra 11) 956 
Vesayavakya ‘Sphyacca Kapélanz ca, ete’ in the section or Darga- 
pirnamasa 956 


Quesison Are the Implements mentioned in this sentence to be 
employed on every possible occasion,—vr only on those occasions 
ın connection with which each of them 1s mentioned ? 956 

Objectton to the question —This falls withm the purview of the 
foregoing Adhikarana, according to which all details are to be 


used in relation to their declared connections 956 
Anewer The conditions of the present question are not identical 

with those of the foregoing Adhikarana 956 
Difference between the two Adhikaranas explamed 956 


Pūrvapaksha ‘*The Implements should be used whenever there is 

use for them,—their use 1s not restricted by any texts,—as they 

are not connected with any distinct Apiirvas 957 
Sıddhänta The Implements are mentioned in their orginative In- 

junction only m connection with specific functions ,—the sentence 

m question merely describes them as enjoined 957 
The Pirvapaksha renders many other texts purposeless 958 
The present case does not come under the law of the ‘ Saptadaca- 

raine’ (3-1-18) 958 
it 18 not true that there are no distinct Apiirvas 968 
Conelusson The Implements are to be used in actions in connec- 

tion with which they are mentioned im the Injunctions 958 
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Adhikarana (6). The Arunyadhikarana (Sūtra 12}. The properties Page 
ut Redness and the rest are not mixed up .. .. 959 


lesayarākya * * Arunayā pingalsya ekahāyanyā somam Krinaté’ .. 


99 
Questeon Does the Redness pertam to that object only which 1s j 
mentioned in this sentence ?—or to all those objects that are 
aaa in the context relating to the price to be paid for the 
Soma. . Na P _ ns 959 
Obiection to the question: ‘* As there is no object mentioned in the 
sentence, the question does not arise ”’ es if oe O59 
Like the word ‘ drunayG,’ the other words of the sentence also— 
‘ pingāksyā’ and ‘ ekahayanyG,’—denote qualeties only ” . 959 
In all Bahuvrihi Compounds, the relationship between the tw 
members should be expressed beforehand ” Se = yag 
It has been shown under the Akrtyadhikarana (1.3 30—35) that 
the qualification is always signified beforehand ” ; st 959 
‘ Relationship—in ‘ gomän ’—ıs denoted by the affix” .. ne atu) 
“ The same principle apples to Verbal and nominal derivatives, as 
alto tu compounds ’’.. os a we a 460 
The Compounds ‘ pingaksi’ and ‘ékah@yani’ therefore must 
denote the Relationship only ’’., ve se oh 961 
‘The Bahuvrihi compound always denotes something distinct 
frum what is signified by its component members” .. : Ob] 
This something different must be the Relationship ” .. e 861 
This something different cannot be the Class to which the in- 
dirudival denoted by the component term belongs .. ey 962 
Aiter all the words can denote quality only and no substance” .. 962 
There thus being no substance mentioned ın the sentence, there is 
no basis for the Adhikarana’’ .. a as yä 962 
Nor 1s there any other sentence that could supply the requisite 
DASS ; i wis a ; zy 962 
- Because all Rudh words denote clas: and all yaugika words 
denote only velationship”’ oj - 2 2 gan 
` The Adhikarana should not have been introduced”? a als) 
Answer to the above preliminary objection a ae Gon 
Yaugtka words denote substances, not 7 elatzonships T is Mies 
Complications in the theory that they denote relatioziship sa 463 
[n ‘goman’ one member ‘ go’ denotes an object,—if the other num- 
ber, the affix. were to denote the relationship, where would be the 
other object between which and the former object the relation- 
ship would subsist ? .. a ou ; 963 
Other anomalies explained i ie y Es ghs 
in -gomdn,’ the ‘go,’ ‘cow,’ is the qualification, required sa Ghd 
‘Jperation of the speaker is the reverse of that of the Hearer si v64 
Relationship as recognised by the speaker and by the Hearer a 965 
Relationship cannot be denoted by the word ‘ Guman’ ng 965 
Relationship not denoted by the case-ending (in the word *asyāk’ 
as occurring in the exposition of the compound ‘ pingakaz, pingé 
aksini asyah ’) oe ra ae a 965 
The word must be taken as denoting the object related . R 960 
All Yaugika words do not denote relationship “6 ve Hbf 
All Yaugiıka words denote the object related .. ; Gi a66 
Bahuvrihi compound denotes substance, not quality .. is Hh 
Real bearing of the Bahuvrihi compound .. ya ae 967 
The correct form of expounding a Bahuvrihi compound—‘ ekahiyani 
for instance,—is ‘ékasya hayanasya iyam,’ not the usual form 
‘tkam hayanam asyah’ ne se ve be 967 
Diverse character of the third object denoted by the Bahuvrihi .. 967 


The compounds in question must denote the individual object ‘ 96% 
Objections against the [ndividualistic theory of denotation are mot 
applicable to the present case .. 
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fhe compounds ‘ prngāksi’ and ‘ekahīyani’ denote the substance. 965 
Is this denotation of the substance direst or indirect: ? 969 
The opinion of Grammarians The denotation ıs derect 969 
ne '» sy Loginans The denotation ıs endtrect 969 
Logicians ’ view not acceptable 969 
Bahuvrihi compound denotes the third object 970 
The compounds ın question denote a substance 970 


Under the circumstances, there 18 full justification for the ques- 

tion—‘ Does the redness denoted by the word ‘ arunay&’ qualify 

ali the substances that may be mentioned in the context, or the 

one substance mentioned in the same sentence with itself ? ’ 970 

Objection against the Adhikarana ‘‘There 18 no possibility of 

the Redness belonging to substances mentioned in other sen 

tences ” ed 970 
Objection answered The possibility is due to possibility of Redness 

being related to the ‘ purchase of Soma,’ as also the ‘ one-year old 

animal,’ both mentioned in the same sentence, and for this pwr- 

chasing of Soma, several substances are mentioned in the same 


context, though not in the same sentence 970 
The firat alternative mtroduced by the Bhashya 1s that Redness ıs 

connected with the Purchase of Soma 971 
Reasons for this being placed first 971 
Meaning of the term ‘ Va@kyabheda’ used by the Bhashya in the 

present context 972 
Possibility of both alternatives of the question 972 


Pirvapaksha ‘The Redness appertains to all the substances men- 
tioned in the Context since direct Assertion and Syntactical 
Connection are both in operation ın the present instance ’’— 


(Sūtra 8) 972 
‘ Context can take cognizance of the quality”? 972 
Conclusion all the implements employed in the action must be 
red” 973 
‘ Objections against the Pūrvapaksha answered 973 
‘The word cannot signify the substance by individual indication” 974 
‘ The co-ordination of the term ‘aunay&’ with substantives can 
not be based upon Indication ”’ 974 
Objection against Piirvapakeha For reasons adduced the word 
‘arunaya’* must denote a substance 975 
Objection answered by the Piirvapakshin 975 
‘ The view that the ‘ aunay&’ denotes an individual substance 18 
mecompatible with the Akrtyadhvkarana”’ 975 
‘ 4 substance cannot be directly denoted by the word, on account 
of the irregularity of usage ” 975 
‘ Two theories regarding the appearance of new properties the 
Prtha apaka and the Pilupaka theories 975 
Objections against substance being 1ndzcated—answered ” 976 
` Elimination of the matup explamed ” 977,979 
There are three kinds of Indication (1) Well-established by 
usage, (2) created at the time and (3) Impossible 977 
Various potentialities of meaning 978 
‘Between Substance and Qualety, which forms tho predominant 
factor, depends upon their nature ” 978 
‘ Restrictions regarding Abstract Affix and Co-extensiveness or 
Diversity explained 979 
' Presence of Gender and Number explained, through the substra- 
tum of Redness 979 
In all words expressive of properties, substance is held by 
srammarians to be the predominant element” 979 


Conclusion The word ‘ Arenay&’ must denote a quality ”’ 980 
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` ‘Aruna,’ denoting a quality, and + ekaha@yan2?’ denoting a sub- 
stance, there can be no relationship between the two, when there 
is no genitive ending ” 

‘‘ The relation of the quality of Redness with the substance ekahGyani 
could be based upon Indirect Indication; but that would be 
set aside by that between the said quality and the act of purchase, 
which is expressed directly by the Instrumental ending in 

' Arunaya’ ’ 
‘+ The denial of the latter relationship would make the Instrumental 
ending, meaningless”’ 
** Relationship of the Hkahayani with the quality of Redness 1s not 
admissible, as the former is more intimately related to the action 
of Purchase 
* The several alternatives re. Co-extensiveness are explained under 
Adhyaya VI - 

‘« Even if the relationship of the substance Bkahayani with the 
quality of Redness were possible, it would involve the incongruity 
of the rejection of the connection of the said quently with the 
substance employed in the sacrifice (Soma) ”’ i 
` The Ekahayan? cannot be related to both the action of Purchase 
and the gualıty of Redness” .. ; 

* Such dual relationship whenever admitted is so only for the sake 
of the argument’ 

‘©All that the word ‘ “Ar unaya’ ‘lays down is the Redness with 
reference to the means of Purchase referred to by the Instrumental 
endin ‘ 

“It is Sat right to hold that no significance attaches to the 
Instrumental ending, and the word ‘ A? unayā denotes the quality 
only ” se 

‘ Conclusion The quality of Redness pertams to all the substances 
mentioned in the context as to be given as price of the Soma .. 

Seddhinta The substance and quality must specify each other .. 

Words of the Sūtra explained aa 

Neither the substance nor the quality could be enjoined by itself .. 

The quahiy of Redness and the substance Hkahdyani both stand in 
need of the action accomplished by their means; this 1s what is 
signified by the presence of the Instrumental ending in both 

` drunayG’ and ‘ Bkahayanya’ 

Both of these are related, by Syntactical Connection, with the 
action of Purchase .. 

When something is directly enjoined, it sets at rest all doubt 
regarding it 

The significance of the word ‘ Arunaya as occurring in the sen- 
tence is that ‘the action of aae is to be accomplished by 
means of the quality of Redness as characterising the substance 
employed at the performance of that act ’ 

The animal denoted by the term ‘ ekahayanya@’ also needs a quality 
for its specification .. 

There is thus mutual need between the substance and quality sue 

This need establishes a relationship between them, even without 
the Genitive ending .. 

The action of Purchase serves to ‘yestrict the particular a to 
the particular substance and vice versa .. 

All requirements are thus supplied by the sentence itself E 

The quality is not always subservient to the Substance 

By what is that quality of Redness which would be related to all 
the substances mentioned in the Context ? 

There is no possibility of the substance and the P being treated 
as optional alternatives z4 
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The Substance ıs the channel through which the Quality helps the i 
Action 991 
The relationship of the Quality to the Hkah@yani animal is due to 
the natural capacity of things 99] 
A Fme imposed serves to purify the person fined 992 
The Action of Purchase, as the predominant factor comes to be 
taken along with both, the Quality and the Substance 593 
Adhikaraņa (7) The washing should be done to all vessels No 
significance attaches to the Number (Singular or Plural) 99$ 
Connection with what has gone before 994 
The subject introduced The Details of the emplovinent ou 
Accesso! les Os 
Veeayarakya ‘ Daypdpaiitiena (aham Sammarsir’ 994 
Questen Is the Sammdarjana, washing, as laid down to be done 
to only one vessel (on account of the singular number in ‘qiaham’), 
or to all the vessels used in the action ? 94 
Question stated ın general terms Does significance attach to the 
Number ? 994 
Objection to the question ‘‘Espressions in the Veda must be 
significant ” Y4 
Objection answered, There 1s no question regardınz one vessel 
bemg signified , what is open to question 1s whether or not ıt 
implies all vessels 99) 
Objection rerwterated  * Attaching of significance depends up-n the 
intention of the speake: as there can beno speaker in the case of 
the Veda, there can be no intention Mb 
\leaning of ‘ Intention’ explaimed 995 
Parak’ means ‘ acceptance’ and‘ aizaked,’ Rejection u90 997 
Acceptance depends upon Injunction, not upon mere Assertion O96 
Injunetive potency 1s drect, when based upon the Bhavana, and 
indirect when based upon KGrakas 997 
Question regarding the bringing about of ‘singleness’ 1s only 
natural, in the case of the sentence Graham Samma@ slr’ 997 
Another explantion of ‘ VevakeG’ ‘ avivakea’ 497 
Question raised is with reference to Mimamsakas seeking to ev- 
plain the Veda with the help of reasonmgs 997 
‘ F ivaksā, according to these, means the wish of the Vimamsaka 
or Saerificer 998 
Third explanation of * Virake&’ ‘Intention of the Intelligences 
ensouling the Vedic Texts’ 99x 
The body’ of the Vedas—various kinds 998 
Five kinds of Body 998 
Veda 1s ‘ Cabda Brahma,’ 998 
Veda ensouled by a single Intelligence 998 
‘Intention ° determined by the potency of woids 999 
Vivakea@’ and ‘ Avtvaks&’ attributed to the soul of the Cahda- 
Brahman of the Veda 999 
Question as finally put ‘‘In the sentence graham sammarsti, does 
the Veda sntend to attach significance to the Smgular num- 
ber?” 999 
Pirvapaksha ‘‘Number 1s meant to be significant, hence the 
washing should be done to one vessel only ” 999 
‘‘Everythmg mentioned ın the Veda should be connected with an 
Injunction or Prohibition ” 999 
‘ Two ways of doing this” 999 
**No real difference between Indication of the word and Syn 
tactical Connection ” 1000 


‘* Singleness 14 qualified by the Bhavana ”’ 1 G00 
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“ Bhavana must take in the Number also” .. 

‘< The Number of the Predicate, wddecya, must be significant < 

‘ Significance attaches to gender also (for which see 6 1.6) ee 

Siddhanta All the Individuals, and not one only, are to be washed 

What is laid down pertains to the Class 

‘Graham’ indicates all vessels ‘ 

The Singular number, though mentioned, ` cannot be something 
to be brought about 

What is realy enjomed by ‘sammār rete? 

The Bhav nā alone cannot be enjoined 

Question Is the Bhavana enjomed qualified (1) by washing oy (2) 
by the vessel or (3) by the singleness of the vessel? .. 

The significance of the word ‘ graham’ and ‘ sammdareste’ discussed... 

Do the Vessel, and the washing quelifivy the Bhavana? | 

Do the Vessel, its singleness and the Bhavana form objects ot the 
Injunction ? 

Is the washing enjoined tor the Tessel only ? or the sonyleness 
only ?—or both of them conjomt!yv ? 

The Fessel can never form the Predicate of the sentence | ‘ 

The sentence enjoins the washiny jor the regsel, 16 cannot enjoin 
the singleness 

Injunction of singleness absolutely impossible 

Mere mention does not mean Injunction ; 

The singleness cannot he a gratification of the substance 

‘Preclusion’ not applicable in the case ae 

Where the law of * Preclusion’ 1s applicable .. 

The law of Preclusion explained in connection with the centence 
‘Imamagrbhnan rashanamr iasyū wya, vaibhidlLantmadatte ' 

This sentence is an mstance of ‘ Preclusion’ in view of the fact that 
the last clause precludes the said Mantra from the holding ui the 
ass’s reins, Bot because it prescrébes the Mantra for the holding 
of the horse’s rems .. 

The assertion of the Bhashya regarding this sentence should not be 
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taken seriously P 2 

The sentence ‘graham sammar sti a cannot be an njunction of the 
connection of singleness ag Zh T 

Bhashya criticised ni ss ; 


‘Sammõstıe cannot enjoin tne connection betw een the Vessel and 
its singleness 

Singleness cannot be recognised as a @ qualification of the substance 
(vessel)... i 

Singleness cannot quahfy the Bhūvanā of the wahini 

Objection: ** Just as Sungleness cannot be washed because it I~ not 
corporeal, so also the class ‘ vessel’ denoted by the term ‘p ahkam’ 
cannot be washed” .. 

“ Similarly, if what 1s done to the substance cannot be done to its 
Number, then what is done to the Indi: tdual cannot be done to the 
class ”’ : 

‘* Tf the Injunction cannot enjoin the N amber, then no Number can 
ever be enjoined ” : =e Bs 

sedr significance attaches to the singular number in the term ‘ daca- 
paritrena’ occurring in the same sentence, why can if not attach 
to that in the term ‘ graham’ ?” oe a 

‘« Sıngleness of the vessel must be significant ’ 2 

« Anuvāda and Vidhi are totally different from uddeçya and upē- 
dēya ” a oo 

“ Singleness is as much touched by the Inj unction as the Vessel” .. 

“ When the word ‘graham’ 1s injunctive (of the Vessel), ıt cannot 
be non-inyunctive also (of the singleness) .. 6 pis 
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‘ The actual denotation of a word cannot be discarded ” loig 
Above arguments answered 1019 
The purificatory act (of washing) pertains to every one ct the pii- 
mary factors (Vessels) 1019 
Purification cannot pertain to the sengleness 1O19 
If it did, then the sengleness belonging to all things would be puri 
fied by the single act of washing 1020 
The same objection cannot apply to the purification peitaming to 
the class denoted by any word 1920 
In any case it ıs only one bv one that even all the vessels are 
washed 102] 
A Purificatory Rite is never enjoined in reterence to the Number 1021 
Injunction of Senglenegs as a subordinate factor would be contrary 
to the principle of the Sakt.ddhzLarana (2 1 12) 121 
The Accusative does not denote the subordinate factor 1021 
A remoter functioning of words admıssıble only when the more 
proximate 1s inadmissible 1922 
In some cases singleness does quahfy a substance 1023 
The case of the phrase ‘ agnēh trnāni’ 1023 
In this case no significance attaches to the Pluralnumberim truan: 1023 
Vedıc declaratıons cannot be reproached 1024 
What 1s predicated 1s subordinate to something el e 1925 
Adhikarana (8) Nowashingisdone to the Ladle, etc (Sūtra 16-17) (2h 


Two-fold Pi vapaksha (following from the foregoing Adhikarana) -- 
(a) “Just as sengleness 18 not meant to be sigificant so 1s the 
Vessel also not significant, hence the washing ıs to he done to 
all things that resemble the graha, 16 the ladles and other 
things ,—(b) There 13 mjunction of the washing only, which must 


pertain to the Ladle and all other thing» ” 120 
Difference between the Adhzharana and that dealing with 4diaghata 1020 
eee There can be no mjunction of the Washing alone bv 

itself O27 
The Washeny must be restricted to the Vessel, because ot the parti 

cular Apurva indicated by the latter 1027 
Both the Ladle and the Vessel cannot be related to the same 

A purva 1127 
Both the Ladle and the Vessel cannot be washed at the same time 1027 
The termediate Apūrva pointed out by ‘ Graha’ cannot be passed 

over 1)27 
Significance of the Vessel does not cause Syntactical split,-—-in the 

same way as that of sangleness does i027 


Adhikarana (9). The measure of seventeen cubits appertains to 


the sacrificial post (Sūtra 18) 1028 
Visayarakya, ‘ Saptadacaratnirvijapeyasya Yūpah’ 1928 
Question What ıs ıt that ıs to be ‘* seventeen cubits” in size ? 128 
Purvapaksha <‘‘It 1s the Va@japeya sacrifice that ıs to be seventeen 

cubits ” 1028 
“ As the measure cannot apply to tHe sacrifice itself, ıt must apply 

to the substance used atit”’ 1028 
‘ The Vessel used at the Vajapeys is to be seventeen cubits high ” 1029 
Stddhanta There 1s no justification for taking ‘ yiipah’ as indi- 

cating the sacrificial Vessel 1029 
Interpretation cannot depend upon mere proximity of words 1029 
The word t Vajyapeyasya’ only refers to the particular sacrifice 1030 


It 1s the Yüpa, Post, to which the measure applies 1030 
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{Sutra 19-20) 1o35 
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Visayavakya ‘ Abhikraman juhoti ` ws 
Question Does the 1bhtkramana, ‘ walking round,’ pertain to the 
Prayajas only, or to all the Homas eee in connection with 
the Dargapurnamasa ? 1031 
Question objected to on the game ground as the Arunadiukarana 1031 
Objections answered in the same way 1031 
The Adhikarana is net a mere repetition of the Arunadhikerc na 1032 
Pircapaksha '‘ The * walking round’ pertains to allHomas* .. 10,32 
~ 4bhekraman must be connected with all that is expressed by 
-juhoti’ .. : 1032 
Siddhanta What is denoted by the participle ‘ abhikraman ’ needs 
the connection of an action denoted by another verb es 1032 
One action can help another action i i 1933 
Another possible statement of Pūrvapaksha ad 1033 
Adhikarana (11). Uparita ıs subsidiary to the entire Darca- 
piirnamasa . T 1084 
Connection of the Adhikarana 1034 
Applheation of actions regulated by Intermediate or Prime Context ° 1034 
(xestion Is the Upavita, which is mentioned along with the 
Samidhents. to be adopted only while these latter are bemg 
recited ?—or throughout the performance of the sacrifice ° rudd 
Question objected to .. ‘ es : ga 1034 
Question justified : A ; 1034 
Context— Prime as well 93 Intermediate an : ; 1034 
The Preparatory Rite also is related to a Context 1035 
The want of visible factors can be supplied only by a visible factor 1135 
Pivrapaksha ‘The Upavita is related to the Samidhenis only 
and ıs to be adopted only during their recitation” .. 1036 
Siddhanta The Context of the Samidhent cannot take in the 
C pavita 1036 
because it Is interrupted by the intervention of the mention of the 
Nivias ‘ 1037 
rhe Ka@nya recitation of the Samidhenis discussed ; ; 1037 
‘he said Interruption objected to.. a ie 1037 
hjection answered ky 3 1037 
conclusion: The U parita i» related to the entire performante of 
the Darçapūrnamāsa.. ie Ss : 139 
Adhikarana (12). (Sūtra 22.) The Vārana and Varkankata vessels 
_ pelong to all sacrifices zis 1040 
his Adhikarana is an exception to ` Adhikarana (9) é 1040 


Juestion . The Vessels of Varuna and Vikankata wood, mentioned 

along with the Fue-kindling having no use at that rite, at 

which sacrifice are they to be used ? 1040 
Pir.apaksha > ‘* The Vessels are to be used ‘at the Paramana I oh, 


ın accordance with 3.1.18 ” ; . = 1040 
Siddhanta : The Vessels belong to ‘all sacrifices Fy px 1040 
Objection to the Exposition of the Siddhanta ' ‘ T 1040 


The Exposition explained — according to ‘some people” me 1041 
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Fhe author’s own explanation The Vessels could not belong to the 
Pavamina even it ıt were subsidiary to Fire kindling 

Fatility of the AdhilLarana suggested 

In view of this futility, the Sūtra (22) 1s explained differently as 
supplementary to the foregoing Adhzharana 


Adhikarana (13) (Siitra23) The Vartvaghni recitation belongs 

to the Ajyyabhagas : 

introduction Consideration of Mantras employed according to the 
order in which they areo mentioned 

Vrescayavakya ‘Vartaghni paurnamasyam vrdhanvati amava- 
syayam 

Muestion Do the two Mantras, Vatraghni and Vrdhanvati, belong 
to the Primary Sacrifice, o1 to the Ajyabhagas ? 

Question justified 

tinvapaksha <The Mantras are 1elated to the Primary Sacrifice” 
They can never be connected with the Aj;yabhidgas”’ ‘ 

Viddhanta The meaning of the Mantras has no connection with 
the Primary Sacrifice, and the Deities indicated by the Mantras 
do not belong to that Sacrifice 

The connection of the Mantias with the Ajyabhagas clearly mdi 
cated by the terms * paurnamasi’ and ‘amavasya,’ which speak 
of the two poimts of time 


Awutkaiana (14) The Muctikarana and Silence enter mto the 
entue context 

Trseyavakya (a) Mustem karot.—Vacham yacchatr’, (b) ‘ Hastam 
arcancnakhtr—ulana? azpinstrn ata, ete’ 

‘duestion (a) Are the Fest-closong and silence connected with the 
act of Arédana ‘ Addressing’ alone, or with the entire context ? 
(b) Is the Hand washong connected with grass spreading or with 
all actions ? 

Question objected to 

Question justified 

Piriapaksha ‘‘ (a) Fast closeng and silence are connected with the 
‘ Addressing’ only, and (b) The Hand washing is connected with 
giass-spreading only ” 

< It cannot be vice versa’’ 

‘Capability, subsidiary context and syntactical connection are 
more avthoritative than Primary context in the matter of the 
connection of Accessories ” 

‘¢ Fist-closing and silence cannot be subsidiary to each other” 

Niddhanta ‘There 1s no ‘ syntactical connertion’ between Fist- 
closing or silence and the Addressing 

{ apabilitv’ operates both ways It may indicate their connection 
with Addressing alone or with all the acts 

l nere 1g no Intermediate Context establishing a connection hetween 
the two acts and the Addressing 

‘'ase, where Intermediate Context 1s admissible under the Law 
of Sandamea 

xample of the Prayājas eae 

Lhe Fist-closmg and other similar acts must pertain to the Primary 
Act along with ail 1ts accessories ; z 

When Syntactical connection between Fist-closing or Silence and 
Addressing would have been possible 

No significance can attach to Immediate Sequence in a case where 
each sentence 1s complete in itself (Sūtra 25) 
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‘< Advantages of this view It obviates the necessity of modifying 
the words of a mantra, eg ‘agnayé’ into ‘ suryaya’ and so 
forth 

Siddha@nta So long as the Primary meaning ıs acceptable, there 
can be no justification for applying the Secondary meaning 

Mantras lead to the assumption of texts, m accordance with what 
they signifiy 

In cases where the Secondary meaning ıs desired to be conveyed, 
why need the Piimary meaning also be adopted ° 

The two meanings are not optional alternatives 

When the Primary meaning has been duly ccgnised, there 18 no 
justification for admitting the Secondary meaning 

The Mantra, being a sanctificatory agent, could not apply to what 
Is not enjoined (Sūtra 2) 

The Mantra contaming the name ‘ Piishan’ can be used only at 
sacrifices whereof Piishan ıs the deity 

Mantras must be related to sacrifices 


Adhikarana (2). The Atndri Mantras apply t the Garhapatya 


This 1s an exception to the general law of the preceding 
Adhtkarana that mattras are to be employed according to their 
Primary meaning 

Veeayavakya (1) ‘‘ Nevecanah . 2 asndrya garhapatyamupatish- 
that’, (2) ‘ Kadā ca nastaripasi. . Indra etc’ 

Questeon Is the Mantra recited m connection with Indra, as 18 
indicated by its’ direct meanmg, or m connection with the 
Girhapatya Fire, as indicated its indirect meanmg based upon 
the closing Injunction ? 

Question justified, even in face of the Injunction 

Pirvapaksha ‘*The Mantra should be used as descriptive of 
Indra” 

‘* * Garhapatyam’ of the Injunction may be taken as ‘ garhapatyé,’ 
‘m the Fire,’ ”’ 

‘According to some people, the word ‘ Garhapatyam’ indicates 
Indra ” 

* The Mantra ın question should be used according to 1ts primary 
meaning ” 

Seddhanta On account of the subsequent Injunction, the Mantra 
cannot be used according to 1ts primary meaning 

The GG@rhapatya Fire must he the object of the worship expressed 
by ‘ upatishthaté’ 

No justification or need for taking ‘ ga: hapatyam’ as ‘ garhapatyz’ 

The description in the Mantra 1s applicable to Fire also 


Adhikarana (3) Mantras speaking of calleng are to be used in 


Calling 

Visayavakya Harvekrt ëh: att trravaghnan Ghvayat.’ which 
speaks of the calling of the sacrificer’s wife 

Question Is this Mantra to be used in the said calling, the threshing 
being taken as mentioned for the purpose of indicating the time 
for the calling, or ıt ıs to be employed ın the threshing itself ? 

Pérvapaksha ‘* The Mantra ıs to be used ın the threshing”’ 

Siddhania The subsequent direction indicates the time of the 
calling 

The direction does not enjoin the Mantra 

The threshing cannot be spoken of as ‘ Havtekri’ 

Even if threshmg could be regarded as ‘havskri, the verb 
‘@hvayats’ m the mjunction would be meaningless, under the 
Pūrvapaksha 


Page 


1058 
1058 
1058 


1059 
1059 


1059 
1059 


1059 
1059 


1061 


1061 
1061 


1061 
1061 


1062 
1062 
1062 
1063 
1063 
1063 


1063 
1064 


1065 
1065 
1065 
1065 
1Q€5 


1066 
1066 


1067 


CONTENTS 


Indications of other texts support the Siddhanta view .. 
The application of the Mantra tn threshing would make the 
Injunction incongruous : 
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Adhikarana (4). Mantras speaking of Agnirtharana are to be used 
in connection with the latter 

Vieayavakya (1) ‘Utteshthan anvaha aynidaynin vihara’ (2) Vratam 
krnuta ite vacam visrjati’ 

Question ` Are the Mantras to be used in connection with ( l)“ Rising’ 
(uttsshithan) and ‘ uttering speech ’ (vacam visrjaii), or these 
latter are mentioned only as indicating the time for the reciting 
of the two Mantras ? 

All that has been said in connection with the proceeding Adhikarana 
is applicable to this case also 

Difference between the two Adhikaranas .. 

Pireapaksha . “ In last Adhikarana, the subsequent “Inj anction 
could not be taken as enjoining the Mantra; but in present case 
1tis not so, hence the Mantras are to be recited in connection with 
the Rising and the > uttering of speech” ; 
`- Ehe Resing of the Priest is mentioned m the Sitra” 

Siddh@nta.—The Rising and uttering of speech do not posse s the 
qualıfications mentioned in the Mantras 

Pūrvapaksha theory incompatible with the Injunction which 
preecribes another Mantra in connection with the ‘ uttering of 
speech’... T 5 $3 
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Adhikarana (5). Sūktavāka subsidiary to the offering of one 
bundle .. g 

Viseayavakya * Siktavakena prastaram praharati’ we a 

Question Does this sentence lay down the Sisktavaka hymn as an 
accessory of the offering of the grass-bundle, prastara,—or it only 
indicates the Time ? ct 

' Süktar āka’ is the name given to the Mantra t Idam dyärūpr'hivi, 
ete.’ > Fo a 

Pervap iksha “ The sentence indicates the time” 

‘-The Mantra denotes the deity, and grasa-bundle is the place for 
keeping the Sruk -—Thus there being no connection between them, 
one cannot be subsidiary to the other”. 

** The grass-bundle cannot be subsidiary either to the Mantra or to 
the Deity ” 

Siddhanta - The sentence enjoins “the Mantra in reference to the 
offering of the grass-bundle (Sūtra 12) ee 

The Siktavaka is mentioned as connected with ‘ proharati, ” offers ° 

The name ‘ yājyā’ applied to the Suktavaka . 

Subsidiary question: Is the Siktavaka a real Vanya, or is the name 
applied to it only figuratively ? ms 

The Pirvapaksha view is that the Siktavaka is a real yay ya 

According to Siddhanta, yajya@’ is the name given to that Mantra 
only by which the Priest offers the sacrifice to the Deity ; hence 
the Suktavakais nota yajya .. 

3ecause the Siktavaka is nowhere prescribed as a Mantra to be used 
in offering the grass-bundle to a Deity .. 

Fhe sentence in question itself cannot be regarded as “such an In- 
junction .. 

Direct declarations cannot restrict the application of Mantras, 
otherwise than what is indicated by the words of the Mantras 
themselves 

The offering of the grass -bundle has never been recognised asa 
sacrifice .. š Ss ae Sa Se 
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the sacrifice itself, or of certain accessories thereof 1074. 
The SAktavāka is known as appearing ab a definite point of timc ıt 
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Even without the sentence ın question, the Süktavāka 1s capable of 

connecting itself with the offering in question 1075 


Question ‘‘How can the Siktavaka or the Deities indicated hy ıt 
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Adhikarana (6) The Siktavaka ıs to be employed according to 
1ts signification 1078 

Question Is the entire Siktavaka to be recited at the Darcu, and 

again at the Pirnamdasa, or are portions of it to be recited m 


accordance with the Deities mentioned by it ? 1078 
Purvapaksha ‘‘ The whole of the Siktavaka ıs to be recited at each 

of the two sacrifices ” 1078 
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ance with what its words signify 1078 
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There 1s no reason for differentiating Agni and other deities men- 
tioned in the Mantras from the same as mentioned ın connection 


with the Darça-Pūrnamāsa sacrifices 1073 
Use of the Stikiavaka in parts 1s justifiable 1079 
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using by parts” 1079 
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Sūtra 1079 
The Bhashya objects to this exposition by the Sūtra 1079 
Details of method of two sacrifices cannot be combined 1079 


The recitation of the whole Siiktavaka therefore would be neces- 
sary—once along with the Darga, and agam along with the 


Paurnamasa 1080 
The Result ıs not brought about by a combimation of sacrifices 1089 
The Name applies to each constituent sacrifice 1081 


The Adhıkarāna as expounded by the Bhashya 1082 
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It cannot be denied that the whole Siktavraka forms a single 
sentence .. i 4 ss ai 1083 
Though the several parts may be complete as regards meaning, yet. 
as they are all enjoined collectively in reference to the offering of 
grass bundle, they should be taken asa single sentence pa 1084 
Anomalies in regarding each as a distinct sentence eg sa 1084 
It has to be explained that the whole is not to be recited at the 
Dares as well as at the Paurnamasa gs > P 1084 
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At the Darca, or at the Piirnamasa, only that much of the 
Siiktavika is to be recited as contains words indicative of the 


1084 


deities of that sacrifice ga Ba ee am 1085 
The Siktavaka has three forms: (1) as it actually oecurs in the 
Vedic text. (2) as itis actually recited at the performance of a f 
primary sacrifice, and (3) as ıt ıs recited in connection with a 
subsidiary sacrifice wi s: g a 1085 
This exposition of the Adhikarana is consistent with both the 
Sūtra and the Bhashya lie tee at T 1085 
Adhikarana (7). Sections dealing with the Kamya-Yajyanuvakya 
belong to the Kaémyas only is 1086 


Visayavakya ` (a) There are certain Kamya sacrifices, the Aindra- 
gna and the rest prescribed in a certain order, and (6) there are 
certain Yajyanuvaky@ couplets associated with the name ‘Kamya’ 
and as pertaining to those same deities (Indra, Agni and so forth) 1086 

Quesiton Are these couplets to be recited at all sacrifices connected 
with the said deities, or they are to be recited only in the said g 
Kāmya sacrifices? .. = By s% si 1086 

Pūrvapaksha - + The couplets are to be recited at all the sacrifices 
that have those deities,—such being the indication of the mantras 
themselves ” pa 5 Ta ea z 1086 

Siddhanta - The Indicative power of a Mantra cannot apply to any 


sacrifice, unless it has some connection with it ; f 1086 
The connection of the couplets in question with the Kamya 

sacrifices stands on the same basis as their connection with any i 

sacrifice at all Es m we xa me 1086 
The name ‘ yajy@,’ denoting ‘ that whereby a sacrifice is performed,’ 

connects the Mantra with sacrafice ote fs 1087 


It also establishes the fact of the Mantra accomplishing the offering 
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Adhikarana (8) ‘The Mantra» of the context are applicable to the 
Agnidhrepasthana 1090 
lyeayaeGhya — iqna Gyüli, etc’ and othe: simular Viantras as 
making up certain Soags and Hymn. and the Injunction 
‘ Agniyya agnidhi amupatesh thai ’ 1090 
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Piricpehsha (A) “The Upasthiina 1» to be done with Mantras 

other thar ‘ agna ayahr, ete °? mentioned in the Context ”’ 1091 


Pirvapaksha (B) “The word ‘agnty,@ stands for all Mantras 
connected with igni, hence the Upasthadnu 13 to be dono vith all 


suc} Mantiags—those mentioned in the Context as weil is others’’ 1091 
‘Tne Indicative Power of all these Mantras supports this view ™ 1092 
Indicative Power,” mentioned as more authoritative tnan 
Context here, stands for ‘ Direct Declaration’ ”’ 1092 
This involves no contradiction between Indiuatee Power and 
Conte vt” 1093 
‘Compatibility of Direct Declaration with Syntactical Connection, 
as explained under Tadbhiiiadhzkarana (1 2 25) 1093 
‘ Dāçūtya verses appear as options to the \gneyi verses” 1093 
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Piirvapaksha (B) criticises Pūrvapaksha (A) 1095 
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‘The word ‘dagnéyt” cannot be taken as pointing only to any 
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Siddhania Only those Mantras are to pe employed ım the 
Upasthana which are mentioned ın the Context 1097 
The enjoined Upasthāna is performed for the accomplishment of the 
Apiirva resulting from the Jvotishtoma sacrifice 1097 
Che Injunction establishes the connection of the particular Mantras 
with the Agnidhia, as an integral factor iu the Jyottishtoma 1097 
The authority of ‘Apparent Incon-i.tenev’” not applicable in the 
case, as there 1s no ‘ inconsistency at all 109s 
Anomaly in Piirvapaksha (\) 1095 


Anomaly in Pür apaksha (B 1099 
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All anomalies avoided by the Siddhanta r 
‘Syntactical split ’ inevitable in all qualified In junctions” 

The Injunction in question cannot be taken as laymg down the 
connection cf the Mantras with the said Upasthana only (without 
any reference to the Jyotishtoma) 

As m that case the Injunction, having no connection with a frut- 
ful action, would be fruitless .. 

No general connection with Jyotishtoma 18 " possible, unless iti is 
distinctly mentioned 

The particular Agney? verses mentioned in the Context, even 
though already employed elsewhere, can be employed in the 
Upasthana .. 

Conclusion In the Upasthana of the Agnidhra, only those Agnes 
verses are to be employed which are found in the Context 
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Adhikaraņa (9). Bhakea Mantras are to be employed in the 
Holding, ete. according to their several significations. . 

Visayavakya The entire mantra or hymn, beginning with § Bhakee 
hi mū wea’ and ending with ‘ bhakeayami ’ 

Question Is the whole Mantra to be used in the Eating > or different 
parts of 1t are to be used, according to their significations, in the 
Holding, the Seeng and the Digesting ? ; 

Purvapaksha ‘‘The entire Mantra beginning with the root bhakea, 
the whole of it is to be used in the Eating only ” 

‘ The Holding and other acts are mere concomitants” of the act of 
Eating” . 

‘¢ It may be ar rgued (1) that the words from ‘ vaso’ to ‘ ‘Saghyasam’ 
are clearly expressive of Holding ;—and (2) that ‘ nrcakeasan’ 13 
expressive of Seeing ,—and (3) that the words ‘ hinva mē, etc’ are 
expressive of Digestung”’ .. 

* But all these acts are only concomitants of the one act of Eating ” 

The name ‘ Bhakeānuvāka’ also favours the view that the entire 
Mantra is to be used ın Eating ” 

‘¢The Indications of Names must be accepted, until, found to be 
inadmissible 

Siddhanta. The Mantra is to be used in parts, because the several 
actions of Holding and the rest are enjoined by the peculiar words 
of the Mantra itself 

The disjoming of the Mantra into ‘several parts is as set forth on 

1102 

The syntactical connection of the entire Mantra not admissible 

Eating is connected only with the first part, ending with ‘ ëhi’ A 

The rest of it pertains to other actions, of Holding and the rest .. 

The indication of these actions,—even though they are implied in 
the Hatung—is not futile ; such indication of Holding is necessary 


Adhikar ana (10). Of the BhaksGnuvaka, the words beginning with 
‘mandrabhibhitih’ and ending | with ‘bhakeayami’ form a single 
Hymn 

Visaya akya ‘ Mandrabhabiitih. . . . bhakeaytimi ’ (the last portion of 
the Bhaksanuvaka) 

Questton . Does the whole of this form a single Mantra ? ? or does it 
contain two Mantras: one ending with ‘ irpyatu’ and the other 
from ‘ Vasumat’ down to the end ? ‘ 

Pirvapaksha: ‘‘ The words, ending with trpyatu signifymg the single 
act of satisfaction, should be treated as a distinct Mantra; ac- 
cording to the Sıddhānta of the foregoing Adhikarana ie 
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Siddhanta That Action alone can form the abject of indication by 
a Mantra which requires a distinct effort for its accomplishment 

For the Satesfyung of Hunger there ıs no distinct effort mnvolved, 
as there ıs for the Holding and other acts 


Adhikarana (11). (Hypothetical) The Mantra begmnimg with 
‘ondrapitasya’ (m the BhaksGnuvaka) are applicable to all Hatengs, 
with necessary modifications 

Subject There are several cups of Soma offered to several deities, 
is the Mantra in question applicable to the Hating of the remnant 
in the cup dedicated to Indra alone,—the Eating of the remnants 
of othe: cups being done without Mantra ? or is the Mantra to 
be repeated with the Eating of the remnant of every one of the 
cups? 

Pirvapaksha [Which stands as the Hypothetical Szddhanta to be 
set aside by the Siddhanta at the end of the Pada]—‘‘ In connec- 
tion with the Hating of the remnant in cups other than that dedı- 
cated to Indra, the Mantra has to be repeated with necessary 
modifications”’ 

The Eating out of cups of Indra 1s the archetype 

The Mantra, primarily apertaining to this Eating, has to be modified 
bah it 18 used ın connection with the Eating out of cups of other 

eities 


Adhikarana (12). Thereshould be mention of Indra in connection 
with the Punarabhyunita Soma (Soma poured ın afresh) 
ee of the foregomg Adhtkarana stated at the end of the 
a pi 

Meaning of ‘ Punarabhyunita Soma’ The Soma-juice poured mto 
the cup for other offetings, after one offermg has been made 

Justification of the Inquiry 

Question When out of the same cup offerings have been made to 
more than one deity, should all these deities be mentioned with 
the Mantra recited at the Eating of the remnant im that cup? or 
y that deity to whom the last offermg from the cup has been 
made ? 

Subsidiary questron Does the advent of one deity set aside the 
connection of the other ? 

Seddha@nta (Preliminary) All the deities should be named, as the 
cup contains the remnants of the offerings to all 

Pirvapaksha ‘‘ As there are various pourings and out-pourimgs of 
Soma ın the cup, the advent of another deity must set aside all 
connection with the previous deity ”’ 

Pirvapaksha Answered Connection of the previous deity cannot 
be set aside, because the later deity does not take away the 
remnant of the former offering 

Such connection 1s established by scriptural injunctions, and hence 
also 1t cannot be set aside 

The later deity takes up only that much of the material in the 
nup as may have been poured ın for its own sake 


Adhikarana (13) Indra shall not be mentioned at the Eating of 
the P&tinvata 
This 18 an exception to the principle arrived at in the preceding 
Adhikarana 
Subyeot-matter The remnants of the Indra Vayu offering are thrown 
into the Adstyasthali, from which they are transferred to the 


Agrayanasthali , then comes the Injunction ‘ Patnivatamagrayanat 
grhnats’ 
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Question: At the Eating of the remnant of the PG@tnivata offering, 
should there be mention of deities other than Patnivata ? 1113 
Pirvapaksha : ‘‘ All the deities should be mentioned, the Mantra 
being recited as ‘ Indravayupatnivatpitasya, ete.” 1113 
Siddhanta : Difference between the present and the preceding Adhi- 
karana .. 1113 
The connection of the previous deities—Indra and Vayu—is set 
aside when the Remnant is poured from its former receptacle to 
the Agrayanasthali, out of which latter the P&tnivaia offering is 
made 1114 
Conclusion : Only one deity, Patinvat, is to be mentioned in this 
case si T te T ee ai 1115 
Adhikarana (14). There should be no mention of Tvastr at the 
Eating of the remnant of the Painivata offering oe 1116 
Vieayavakya: The Mantra occurring in connection with the Patnivata 
offering: ‘ Agnat patnivan sajurdevena tvasirā somam piba’ gi ilib 
Question : Should the deity Tvastr be mentioned at the Eating of 
the Patnivata offering ? = 1116 


Pirvapaksha: ‘‘ Tvastr must be mentioned at the Eating; as he 

has been spoken of as drinking ‘ e Soma ım the company of 

Patnivat ” es bss a sé aM 1116 
Siddhanta: Tvaştr should not be uentioned; (a) as what the 

Mantra denotes is only Tvastr’s compunionship with Patnivat, 

and not his drinking of Soma ;—and (b) as Direct Injunction is 


more authoritative than Mantric Indication L116 
Direct Injunction mentions the deific character of Patnivat, while 
that of Tvastr can only be indicated by the Mantra 1116 
Even if he were ‘drinker of Soma,’ that could not make him the 
‘deity’ of the offering es H17 
Tne Mantra does not indicate that Tvastr i is such a deity re L117 
Adhikarana (15). At the Eating of the Painivata remnant, there 
should be no mention of the ‘ Thirty and three ’ 1118 
Subject-matter: Application of the preceding Adhikarana to an- 
other case 1118 
Visayavakya : The Mantra ‘ Aibhiragné.. patnivatastrimeatastrimca 
....Madayasva’ - 1118 
Question : Should the ‘Thirty and Three’ deities be mentioned at 
the Eating of the Painivata remnant? .. 1118 


Pūrvapaksha : ‘* The principle of the preceding Adhikarana cannot 
apply to the present case; as it differs in several points from the 


preceding Adhikerana ” ae sic ps l HS 
‘‘ The points of difference explained a a 1118 
s‘ The two deities cannot be treated as optional alternatives”... 1119 
“ Both being taken together, both should be mentioned at the time 

of the Eating of the Remnant” 1119 
Siddhānta : There should be no mention of ‘the ‘ Thirty and Three 

gods’ at the Eating of the Patnivata remnant 1120 
The Mantra does not indicate the detfic character of ‘the “ Thirty 

and Three’ £126 
The Mantra cannot be taken as recalling this deific character 34 1120 
‘ Patnivata’ is a name for Agni, not for the ‘ Thirty and Three’ .. 1121 

Adhikarana (16). Anuvasatkāra should not be mentioned at the ee 

Eati .. oe ase 22 
Visayavākya ‘ Somasyägrè vihityānuvasatkaroti 1122 
Question ` Should this Anuvasatkāra be mentioned at the Eating? 1122 


13 


XCVII TANTRA-VARTIKA 


Page 
Pirvapaksha ‘‘ Anuvasatkara, being the deity mentioned ın the á 
Injunction, and also indicated by the Mantra, must be mentioned 
at the Eating ” 1122 
Stddhanita AnuvasatkGra is not mentioned m the Primary Sacrifice 1122 
Even when it appears, Anuvasatkara does not do anything for the 
Sacrifice 1122 
Therefore ıt should not be mentioned at the eatmg 1122 
Adhikarana (17). Remnants of offerings other than that made to 
Indra should be eaten without Mantra 1123 
This embodies the real Siddha@nta of Adhikarana (11) 1123 
There should be no modifications ın Mantras m accordance with 
the Deity the remnant of whose offering 1s being eaten 1123 
Ihe remnants, therefore, of offerings to deities other than Indra, 
should be eaten without Mantra 1123 
The various repetitions of the same act that occur m course of any 
sacrifice—the Jyotistoma, e g —are not so many distinct acts 1123 
The Mantra ‘ Indrapitasya’ cannot connect the Soma exclusively 
with Indra only 1123 
All that ıt indicates ın the connection of Soma with Indra 1124 
Or ıt may indicate the connection of Soma with Indra among others 1} 24 
The Soma 1s equally connected with all the deities, hence the 
offerings to them are not related to each other by any relation of 
subserviency 1124 
oncluston The Mantra ıs to be used only at the Eating of the 
Remnant of the cup dedicated to Indra 1124 
Adhikarana (18) The Eating of the Remnant ın the cup dedi- 
cated to Indra-Agn: ıs to be done without Mantra 1125 
Question Is the Mantra ‘ Indrapitasya, etc’ to be used at the Eating 
of the Remnants of offerings to Indra along with another derty ? 1125 
Pirvapaksha ‘* The Mantra 1s to be used im all such cases ” 1125 
“ The present case is not analogous to 2 | 27” 1125 
‘The qualification mentioned in the Mantra, ‘ Indrapitasya’ being 
applicable to offermgs where Indra ıs joint-deity, the said 
Mantra should be used at the Eating of the remnants of such 
offerings ” 1126 
Stddhanta The Mantra should apply only to those cases where 
Indra is the only deity 1126 
In reality the Remnant can never be ‘ Indrapita,’ ‘what has been 
drunk by Indra’ 
ge hii ‘Indrapita’ can only mean ‘ what has been offered to 
ndra ’ 
The word therefore cannot apply to what 1s offered to Indra-Agm 1127 
Adhtkarana (19) The Mantra ‘Gayatracchandasah, etc ’ are appli- 
cable to the offerings ın connection with which several metres 
are used 1128 
This ıs an exception to the foregoing Adhtkarana 1128 
Vesayavakya The Mantras begining with ‘ Ga@yatracchandasah’ 
occurring in the Bhaksa@nuvaka Hymn 1128 


Quesiton Is this Mantra applicable to only that Soma-offering 

wherein the Gayatri 1s the metre used, or to those also at which 

several metres are used ? 1128 
Pirvapaksha ‘t According to the conclusion arrived at in the 

preceding Adhskarana, ıt 18 applicable to that offering only where 

the Gaydairz is the only metre used ”’ 1128 
Sıddhänta The Mantra should applv to all offermgs 1128 


CONTENTS. XCIX 


Page 
The final Sıddhānta deduced from the last nine Adhikaraņas á 


(Stitras 27-42)—on the authority of Adizeayana T s3 tl 
(a) None of the Eatıngs is to be done without Mantra .. 


1129 
(b) The Mantra to be used at all is ‘ Indrapitsya, ete } without any 
modifications 1129 
(c} ‘Indrapitta’ stands ‘for that Savana at which Soma is drunk by 
Indra, and as such includes all offerings made during that Savana 1129 
(d) * Indrapitasya’ qualifies ‘ pratahsavana,’ not ‘ Soma’ 1129 
(e) Hence as all Soma-offerings are connected with the Pratah 
savana, (which is called also indrapita-savana), the eating of the 
remnant of every one of these is to be done with the Mantra 
‘ Indrapitasya, etc, .. sly we Si 1130 
PADA III. 
Adhikarana (1). Loudness and the rest are properties of the Veda 1131 
Subject-matier and connection with the preceding section Applicabi- 
lity of Mantras based upon Syntactical Connection (the preceding 
pada having dealt with their applicability, based upon Indicative 
Power) . es Iid3l 
Pesayavakya ‘ Uecaurrea kriyate . ... Yadi rekta ulvanam knruté ste? 1131 
Question Does the term ‘rk’ here, stand for Verse (as defined 
under ~ 1.35) or for the Bigode, with its entire set o! ‘ Mantras 
and Brahmanas’? .. ; si aa 1131 
Question justified : 1131 
Pirvapaksa ` ** The qualification refers to the Ferse, according to 
the conclusion arrived at under 1.4.29 i e L132 
` Rk being taken for Verse is riot inconsistent with the Veda”... 1132 
vee (rk), Songs (Sama) : id Prose (Yajus) are duly differentia- 
ble, hence their Tespective yualifications of Loudness and the rest 
could be easily applied ” 1132 
* The Veda texts on the other hand are intermingled, hence the 
qualifications could not be applied properly ” 1132 
‘* Applying of the name to entire Veda teris would Tead to ov er- 
lapping and other anomalies” .. oe = . 1133 
No such class ‘ vakyati:a’ can be assumed. we 1134 
Siddhanta . The qualification pertains to the entire Veda as 1134 
Prāyadaiçana’ explained a ; ix . 1134 
Praye’ explained f : i — . 1135 
Vceda-prūya` explamed . 1135 
Arthavida appearing after Injunction is weaker m authority se 1135 
Arthavida appearing before Injunctions is stronger in authority .. 1135 


Basing of comparative strength of sentences upon precedence or 

sequence Is possible only when the sentences are independent of 

one anothey 1136 
In case in question, the Injunction and the Arthavada treating 

of the same subject, the loudness and the rest are connected with T 
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down as a primary act and not to that wherein it figures only 
as a subsidiary act 
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is not mentioned in Siitra as ıt 18 included under ‘ Direct 
declaration ’ 

Question of Adhvkarana Is the application of Mantras determined 
by Context ° 

Pirvapaksika Context cannot be an indication of the application 
of accessories 
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ACCISSOTIS 

W hen a Mantra is wanted for a Primary Action and none w found 
to be otherwise indicated we accept the first that is found m 
the Vantra Section 
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Qi ute and the rest—as bearing on the single sentence ‘ asndrya 
garhapatyamupatishthaté ’ 

All the six bear upon all sentences 

The method of the Bhashya criticised and justified 

Objection ‘*In the sentence ın question we have the rejection of 
Innga by Vakya, not by Çrutı, as the connection of Andri with 
‘‘Garhapatya’’ 1s pointed out by the Instrumental ending in 
< Atndrya’”’ 

Answer This a real case of conflict between Gruts and Langa 

The indication of Langa contradicts the direct denotation of the 
Accusative ending m ‘ garhapatyam’ 

In the pointing out of the application of Mantra, Grutz ıs the first 
to operate 

Limits of the relationship of Grut: with Vakya defined 

That of Grutz ıs in the form of the primary and subsidiary 

That of Vakya 1s in the form of Qualification and Qualified a 

Question of Adhrkarana Is the Mantra ‘ kadā ca’ etc , to be applied 
to the worshipping of Indra, as indicated by the Ltinga of the 
Mantra’? Or to the worshipping of the Garhapatya, as pomted 
out by the Qrutr, ‘ andrya Garhapatyamupattshthate’ 

’ Question stated in its general form Are the sıx indicatives— 
Cruti Linga, Vakya, Prakarana, Sthana and Samakhya—of equal 
or varying authority ° 

Piirvapaksha <‘ All the sx are equally authoritative ” .. 

< In cases of conflict, the courses indicated by them should be 
treated as optional! alternatives ” 

‘Or if there is rejection, that which succeeds should reject that 
which precedes it” 

(1) ‘* Irga is stronger than Cruti”’ 

(2) ‘* Vakya 1s stronger than Linga and (ruiz”’ 

(3) “ Prakarana is stronger than Vakya, Iinga and Qrutiı” 

(4) ‘* Sthana 13 stronger than Prakarana Vakya, Langa and CGruts”” 

(5) “ Sam@khya 1s stronger than all the five ” 

‘< The enture discussion 18 really irrelevant, as all are authoritative , 
none need be rejected ’ 

Siddhanta Among the six, the succeeding 1s set aside by the pre- 
ceding 

The authority of Grutz ıs self sufficient , of the rest ıt 1s not so 

The authority of the other five depends upon their capability to 
point to a Cruti ın its corroboration 

Why Linge and the other four can have no independent authority 

In the case of the Aindri Mantra, there is no Apparent Inconais- 
tency to justify the assumption of a Gruts connecting the Mantra 
with Indra,—where we have the perceptible Grute ‘ Asndrayā 
Garhapatyam etc..’ connecting ıt with Garhapatya 

Only that can be regarded as ‘ Vedic’ which is assumed m fulfilment 
of the needs of the Veda 

Çrutè ıs superior ın authority to Longa 

Among the six, that which precedes operates independently of that 
which succeeds, while the succeeding is dependent upon the 
preceding 

There is notion of weakness when the idea of use ıs remote 

There 3s remoteness in the case of Linga, because ıt depends upon 
the assumption of Çrut:, before its radication can be made use of 
in practice À wis us as 

The same principle holds good in the case of conflict between all 
other pairs ne š a à 

The succeeding one always depends upon the assumption of what 
precedes ıt 
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The final authority in every case ıs Qruti,—each suceeeding mdica- 
tive leads to the assumption of ali those that iatorveae between 
itself and Çrutı 

Langa is remote from Qruti by one step 

Vakya, needing the intervention of nas is remote by two stepe 
and so on with the rest és 

‘ Agnayét jushtam nirvapams’ ea 

‘ Syonanté sadanam krnomi....sida’: This is an example where 
ae supersedes Vakya, because of the latter being remoter from 

4 ee 

This Mantra ‘ syonante.. si „sida? has to be used i in two parts 

‘ Devasya tva... .nirvapăīmi '— 

Conflict between Vékya and Prakarana os 

Prakarana is remoter than Vakya, as in the case of the latter the 
connection between the Primary and its accessory is distinctly 
perceptible, while in the former it has got to be inferred 3 

Other forms of remoteness in the case of Prakarana 

Conflict between Prakarana and Sthina zs 

Sthäna is superseded by Prakarana, because itis remoter from Qruti 

Conflict between Sthana and Samākhyā 

Samakhya is incapable of denoting any relationship .. ea 

Samakhya 1s weaker than and superseded by Sthana .. 

Samakhy& remoter from Qruti than Sthana .. 

In cases where any of the six indicatives is superseded, it is not 
a true ‘indicative’ or PramGna at all .- 

Conflict between Qruté and Vākya in * Aruna ya pingaksya ete.’ .. 

Conflict between Qruti and Prakarana: in ‘ Pratishthakamasya 
ekavimeatiranubriuyat’ 

Conflict between Grutt and Sthana : the case of Upasads i is not the 
right example for this 

The right example is afforded by ‘the case of the qualifications of 
the Rope tied round the Sacrificial Post .. 

Conflict between Gruti and Samékhya : in the Mantra ‘ akhe iva, ete,’ 

Conflict between Linga and Prakarana—Pusadnumanirane Mantras 

Conflict between Lifiga and Sithana—for example, see Stutacasir- 
adhikarana (2-1-14) .. 

Conflict between Linga and Sthana—auother “example i in Mantra— 
< Parivirasi etc.’ T i 

Case of the Manota and the Savaniya 

Conflict between Linga and Sam@khya in the case of BhakeGnuvaka 

Conflict between Vakya and Sthana in ‘ Yuva suvasa, ete. = 

Conflict between Vakya and Samakhy@ in Bhaketnuvaka 

Conflict between Prakarana and Samakhya in the case of Prayajas 

Examples of conflict among these Indicatives regarding the od 
tion of several accessories to a single Primary 

Conflict between Qrutt and Linga regarding several accessories : 
‘ Aindrya gGrhapatyam upatishthaté’ : si 

Conflict between Qruti and Vakya regarding several accessories in 
the case of Yajñäyajñiya Pragātha : ae 

Conflict between QGrutt and Prakarana regarding several accessories : 
< Pratishthakamasya, etc.’ ei 

Conflict between Grud and Sthāna regarding several accessories : 
Pacukama sacrifice .. 

Conflict between Qrutt and Samakhya regarding several accessories : 
Vajapeya sacrifice .. .. 

Conflict between Liħga and Vakya regarding several accessories : : 
‘ Syonanté, ete.’ we 

Conflict between Linga and Prakarana regarding several accessories : : 
in case of Nirvapa .. ps we ig sa 
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Conflict between Linga and Sthina regardi, several accessoiles 
m case of Atndraigna offerirg 

(onflict between Ltiñga and Samärhyŭ regarding several acces 
sovies im case of the Soma ud? ïya offering 

tionflict between VaGhya and Prakaranu regarding several acces 
sones m the case of Purrédyuramarisyayam Vedum karot’ 

Conflict between Pakya and Sthinu regarding several accessories 
in the case of the Pratepitkalpas of Jy otishtoma 

Conflict between Vahya and Sama@hhya regarding several acces 
saries m the case of the duection ‘ Tasmanmaiiravarunah pre 
shyatt canucaha’ 

Conflict between Prakarana and Sthana 1egarding several acces- 
sorie» in the ease of the words 774’ and *guā’ na Hymn 

( onflict between Prakarana and Sam@kiyG, regarding several acces 
soties in the case of the sentence ‘Tasmānmarn ära: unah pre 
shyatt canucaha” m reference to the Jyotish oma 

(onflict between Sthina and Samakhya r-garding several acee> 
sories 1n the case of the Azndragna Mantras 

Cases of conflict between two indicatives of the same kind 

Conflict between two Qrutis (a) Purodacaricaturdh& Larote’ and 
(b) Agnéyarcaturdhi karoti’ 

agneyam ett, being more specific supersedes ‘ /’wadacam, ete 
which 1s general 

Conflict between tno CGrutzs, in regard to precedence 

Conflict between tu o G? ulis, in regard to subsidiaries and Accessories 

Conflict between two Lingas inthe case of ‘ Syonante Sadanam ete ' 

Conflict between two Varyas, n the case of * Panticadarasamadhtne 
ranubs dyat’ 

Conflict between two Prakaranas in‘ abhihloadman uhoti’ 

(onflict between two Sthānae in the ease of the Aindra and 
ignéya Mantras 

Conflict between two Samakhyas 

Cases of conifict when the Ọrun and the rest when one ts dnectlv 
perceptible and the other 15 anferzed 

In this case the comparative authority 1s reversed 

Lhe Inferred Ciuti is weaker than the perceptible Linga 1m the case 
of the threshing of the golden X? nalı pans 

Vedie Lenga stronger than Smrti 

Ihe weake: authority is sometimes superior by virtue of support 
of other authorities 

Pirvapaksha (B) “ All the six Indicatises—Ciuti and the rest—are 
of equal authority ”’ 

All portions of the Veda have eqnal authority ” 

“When a Langa gives rise to a debnitels certain conclusion thts 
cannot be superseded by any Gute” 

Doubtful Lenga is of course superseded ’ 

Even if there ıs some difference m tle degree of then author 
tativeness, Lenga cannot be totally set aside by Gute” 

Exainple of the Prayajas”’ 

‘‘Seeming conflicts may be explamed by taking each of the indica 
tives as referring to different cases ” ' 
o There can be no total supersession of Langa by 

Seddhanta (B) Grute is always stronge~ shan Linga 

(rut: directly asserts while Linga only mdirectly andzcates or leads 
to inference 

l hıs does not mean that Linga 1s entirely wihout authority 

An inference of Grut: on the basis of Linga is permissible onlv when 
there is no Qiute perceptible bearing upon the same subject 
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Example of dindry&@ Garhapatyam upatishthate 

No justification for accepting the indications ot Qruti and Linga 
as optional alternatives 

No justification for adopting conjointly the indications of both 
Gruti and Linga 

The Mantra is one, and it is mentioned in only one context 

When once its use has been pointed out by Gruts, there is no room 
for any other indicatives ee 

Among the six Indicatives the ‘ weakness of ‘the succeeding’ í Siitra) 
is the same as the ‘ strength of the preceding ’ (Bhashya) 

Another example of conflict between Va@kya and Langa the case 
of the Directions contained in the Hautra section of the Jyotish- 
toma—‘ Tasman maitravarunah preshyati, etc.’ 

m Direction is addressed, not by the Maitravaruna but by the 

otri is 

The Maitravaruna is the:priest addressed 

Objection against ‘ Syonanté Sadanam, etc ’ being cited as an instance 
of conflict between Linga and Vakya boi ia 

The citation justified 

Further discussion of conflict between Vakya and Liaga 

Pirvapaksha (C): ‘Both Vakya and Linga are of equal authority, 
in the case cited of the Mantra ‘ Syonante, etc.’ rar 
- The indications of the two may be followed conjozntly ” 

Seddhānta (C): There being no incongruity in the two parts of the 
sentence being used as separate Mantras, there 1s no justification 
for admitting the indication of ‘ Vakya, > which indicates the jom- 
ing of the two parts 

The Linga therefore is decidedly stronger than Vakya ; 

Further discussion of conflict between “Vakya and Prakarana es 

Objection ‘* There 1s no difference between Prakarana, Vakya and 
Sthana, they are all one and the same” 

Answer The real form of ‘ Prakarana’ : 

` Prakarana’ isa declaration of what is to be accomplished 

Meaning of ‘ Kartarya’ Li 

- Kartavya’ stands for the Apirva ta 

Meaning of ‘ Akankea 

- Prakarana’ consists in akanksd or need ‘when this 15 clearly 
expressed, or in the Bhavana along with the need ea Sy 
' Prakarana’ consists in the Procedure—i.e. the beginning of the 
actions of Denotation and Injunction : . 

The synonym of ‘ prakarana’—- vidh yade~ ni .- - 

Prakarana 1s thus distinct from ‘ Vākya? . 

The case of the Siiktavaka provides an example of the indication of 
‘ Prakarana’ 

Question regarding Siktavdka, mvolving conflict between Vakya 
and Prakarana A 

Example of conflict between Prakarana, and Sthana The reciting 
of the Cunaligepha after the Abhichecaniya at the Rajasiiya .. 

‘There ıs no ‘ sub-contett’ of the Abhishecaniya 

The assumption of Va@kya is much easier in the case Prakarana than 
in that of Sthina 

Prakarana. is quicker in getting at its corroborative “Qruti than 
Sthana 

E xample of conflics between Sthāna and Samäkhyā. The Mantra 

- cundhadhvam, ete.’ in connection with the ‘ Paurodagika’ -=the 
latter being a name applied to the whole section of the Pere 
Purnamasa 

The question to be determined : “Is the Mantra ‘ Gundhadhvam ' 

to be applied in the sanctification of the Purodaga-vessel, as 
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indicated by the name ‘ Paurodacgka’ or m that of the Sannavy4- 
vessel, as mdicated by sthana ° 
Pirvapaksha ‘‘ The indication of sthdna ıs set aside by that of 
Name, Samakhya , as the former expresses no relationship ”’ 
Stddhinta It1s the mdication of Name that ıs set aside by that of 
Sthana, because the former 1s further removed from 1ts objective 
What ıs meant by ‘ remoteness from the objective’ 
The example involves no violation of Prakarana 
< Name 13 a word of ordimary parlance,’—this 1s meant to imply 
that ıt 1s so much the more removed from the Veda 
Name or Samakhya however 1s not entirely devoid of authoritv 
The name ‘ Pauradagika’ does not occur in the Veda 
Hence the indication of the name * Paurodagika’ 18 not so authorita- 
tive as that of the factors directly connecied with the Veda 
Due authority does attach to Sama@khya 
But ıt ıs always set aside by the other Indicatives, Cruti and the 
rest 
The exact meaning of beng ‘ set aside’ 
Explanation provided by the Bhasya cuiticised 
Indicatives other than QGruiz do not possess the capacity of directly 
indicating anythmng 
Bemg ‘rejected’ or ‘set aside’ means being ‘not operative or 
effective’ 
The concluding passages of the Bhashya somewhat irrelevant 
Examples of other kinds of ‘ rejection’ — 
(1) Of Inference by Perception 
(2) Of cogmitions produced by wrong means of knowledge by 
those produced by the right ones 
(3) Of Smrti by Cruti 
(4) Of untrustworthy Smrti by trustworthy Smrti 
({) Of Smrti serving a vissible purpose by another serving a 
trancendental purpose 
(6) Of Smrti based upon Linga and Arthavada by another based 
upon Qrut: 
(7) Of usage by Smrti 
(8) Of usage by usage 
(9) Of doubtful cognition by certain cognition 
(10) Of the weaker by the stronger 
(11) Of what occurs at the end by what occurs in the beginning 
(12) Of what serves a purely trancendental purpose by what does 
so by mere restriction 
(13) Of the remoter by the closer auxiliary 
(14) Of the Injunction of several things by that of a single thing 
(15) Of what 1s expressed by several words, by what ıs expressed 
by a single word 
(16) Of what involves the rejection of many things by what mvolves 
the rejection of fewer things 
{17) Of what 1s laid down ın a different Veda by what 1s enjoimed 
in the same Veda 
(18) Of what is said in diverse Cakhi texts, by what 1s said in the 
same text 
{19) Of the obligatorv by the occasional 
(20) Of what serves a sacrificial purpose by what serves the man’s 


wishes 
(21) Of what 1s mentioned apart, by what 1s mentioned im the 
same context 


(22) Of the preceding by the following 


(23) Of what pertams to the original sacrifice, by what pertains to 
the modification 
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24) Of what ıs based upon an assumed sentence, by what is based 
upon the Injunctive sentence. E4 ee ; 

(25) Of the useless by the useful — si $ 

(26) Of the Brahmana order, by the Mantra orde: 

(27) Of what is based upon the Deity, by what 15 based upon the 


Substance 
(28) Of what ıs subsequently mentioned, by what has been men- 
tioned before as ey si Se es 


a Of the small by the great 
(30) Of the Secondary by the Primary 
(311 Of what 1s stated generally, by what is s specifically enjomed, 
(32) Of what has other uses, by what would be otherwise useless 
(33) Of the Subsidiary by the Principal ee 
(34) Of the properties of the Subsidiary, by those of the Principal 
The meaning of ‘ rejection’ m all these cases discussed 
‘* All these rezectzons cannot be of the sarme kind as that of Linga 
by Cruti and so forth ” 
It is not necessary that all rejections should be of the same kind 
in the case of Crut: and the rest, the ‘ eer woof what has not 
been accomplished i: 
The ‘rejection’ of Smrti and the ‘rest also. is due to. ‘ remoteness 
from the objective : 
In the case of ‘rejection’ of the obligatory: by the occasional and 
so forth, what 1s rejected ıs what had been accompleshed 
The case of Prayaijas, Mathara Brthmaua, Kuça, Kaundenya 
The form of ‘true knowledge’... ae ea 


Adhikarana (8). The twelve Upasads pertain to the Ahina xí 


Reasons for not proceeding directly to Adhyaya 1V 

Subject dealt with now: Specific cases in practice when there 18 
conflict among (‘rutz and the rest 

Subject-matter of the Adhwkarana The Upasads in | relation to 
‘ Sahna’ and ‘ Ahina’ 

Question Three upasads belonging to the Sahna (Jyotishtoma), do 
the twelve upasads belong to the Ahina sacrifices oy or to the 
J fyotishtoma-atso as : ii ; pi 

- Sahna’ is Jyotishtoma 

` Ahina’ are the Dvadagaha and other sacrifices that last for more 
than 12 days 

Preliminary question : Can the name ' Ahina’ apply to the J yotish- 
toma oe 

The connection of the Twelve upasads with the J yotishtoma would 
rest upon Context, while that with the Ahina only would rest 
upon Direct Çruti .. 

The present question turns upon the conflict ‘between Context and 

ruti = 

Hp ane «Jt is ‘clear from the Context that ‘the Twelve 
upasads belong to the Jyotishtoma’”’ t 

“ This does not mvolve a contradiction of Cruti” 

‘The name Ahina is applicable to the J re in the sense 
of being a-hina, not defective ” 

‘The name ‘ahina’ really applies to a group ‘of sacrifices extending 
over several days,—the above application to Jyotishtoma is sup- 
ported by the Context ”’ 

‘ Ahina, as applied to the J yotishtoma, means what is not hable 
to retrenchment as regards gifts, ete.—according to Bhashya”’ 

The Bhashya criticised 

< + Ahina, as applied to J yotishtoma, means what does not abandon 
any sacrifice ”’ ie oe sa ve ae 
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Siddhanta The Jyotishtoma, not being an Ahina sacrince must 
be disyoined from the twelre upasads 
Jyotishtoma ıs called ‘mukhya,’ ‘ prince pal,’ because it 18 the tars, 
to be performed 
It has no connection with Ahina 
Hence the ‘twelve upasads mentioned m connection with the 
Ahina can have no connection with Jyotishtoma 
The namo ‘ Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma, m any manne 
The name ‘ Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma figurate ely 
3 7 ne n ibs literal sense 
Ahina’ must be the name ot sacrifices extending ore: a number o 
days 
The very fact of -dhina being mentioned separately shows that it ı 
meant to be something aistinct from the Jyotrshtoma 
The twelve upasads should be taken apart from the J yotishtoma 
The above exposition of the Adhtkarana criticised 
It 1s not right for the details of one sacrifice (the 4hina) to be laid 
down 1n the context of another sacrifice (the Jvotishtoma) 
The ‘twelve upasads’ have already heen enjomed m the context 
of the twelve sacrifices elsewhere 
The sentence m question therefore can be the Enjyunction ot the 
three upasads only 
lhe mention of ‘twelve upasads in the passage, i only an itha 
vada, in praise of the Jvotishtoma 
Right exposition of the Adlnkarana—acc ording to the | artudea 
Question of the Adhikarana Is the name ‘ Ahina apphicabk to 
the Jyotishtoma, for which the sentence presents an accessory 
in the shape of the ‘twelve upasads’ —or is the mention ot the 
twelve upacads ° meant to serve some other purpose ? 
laven ~0, the question turns upon the Conflict between Contec! ana 
rut 
eaii “The twelve upasads must belong to thi Jyotish 
toma, as they are mentioned in the Contert of this sactifice ' 
Siddhanta The ‘twelve upasads belong, not to the Jyotishtoma 
but to the sacrifices extending over several days in connection 
with which they ats directly prescrrbed by Gruti 
Some Justification for the Bhashya s Exposition of tre Adhikarana 


Adhikarana (9) The Pratepats aie to be taken apait along with 


the Kulāva, ete 

| eayavakya Yurdm he sthah siah pati pratipadam hou yat 
bahubhyo yajaninebhyah 

Question Do the two Pratepats herem mentioned find place in thi 
J yoteshtoma,—or are they taken along with the Aulaya and the 
Dewrat a ° 

Difference between this and the foregoing Adhikarana 

Niddhanta (in accordance with the roregoing Adluharaia) The 
F does not lay down the duabuyy or pliaclity ot the aja- 

ana 

Dualty or Plurality of Yajamana is put torward only as the cond: 
taon for the use of the one or the other Pratipat 

lhe Duality and Plurahty ot X ajamana cannot pertam to the 

, J yotishtoma 

The Duahty and Plurahts ot ‘ajamana ate present m the Kulaya 
and other sacrifices 

Conclusion The Pratepats should be disyomed from the Context of 
the Jyotishtoma 

hy + wamet the Seddhanta “The Dualty and Plurality ot 


es emay find pore in the Jyotishtoma as optional alter 
bya’ t 
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‘Even if they are not distinctly laid down, they may be taken as 
implied ` 
' The [Injunction of the Pratipats itself justifies the assumption of 
Cruti texts presenting the performance of the SIRADA by two 
or more Yajamdnas ~ xa sk 
‘)biectton answered . The J yotishtoma, in its very origin, is connect- 
ed with only one Yajamana : 
` Pralcrt. im the sense of the ‘subject of the Prakarana or Con- 


text S 
‘The sentence in question ‘cannot imply the presence of several Yaja- 
màānas at the Jyotishtoma Se 


The «duality ` of the Yajamāna cannot refer - to the sacrificer’s wife 

Such duality would apply to all sacrifices . 

* Keaum? vasanau,” at the Adhäna is taken to refer to the sacrificer 
and his wife be ed 

The Pratipats should be Sjuda from J yořishtoma eet T 

Thus this is a case of context being superseded by Çruti 


Adhikarana (10). The Jaghani is not disjoined from the Context 

Subyect-maiter Exception to the general rule regarding the factors 
being disjoined fron: their context sii oa re 

Vise yavakye . ‘ Jaighanyd patnth samyajayants ’ zs 

question Does the sentence lay down the Patnisamyaja as sanc- 
tifying the J@ghani (Animal’s Tal), —or does it lay down P 
Jāghanī with reference to the Paintsamyajas ? sy 

: Jaghani 19 the tail of the Agnisomiya animal 

In the former case the Jaghani would be disjoined from its context, 
and not so, ın the latter case .. 

Pirvapaksha. ** The sentence lays down the sanctification of the 
Jighant by the Patnisamya@jas ” 
` The Patnisamyajas of the Darça-Pūrnamāsa do not lose anything 


by being disioined from the Jaghant”’ s4 sa 
‘The connection of the Patnisamyäjas with the Pacu—sacrifice 18 
imphed” .. : ae ka 
seddhänta The Injunction is of the J Gghani : 
The Injunction is not to be disjoined from the context . ie : 
The sentence cannot refer to the PatnisamyGjaa of the Pacu—sacri 
tice ns ss 


The Patnisamyajas cannot be torn from the context sa 

Th> sentence in question does not contain the injunction of any 
new sacrifice as Be 
Lbe Jaghani is not to be digjomed from the context .. 

(hiection +The Jaghani being the part of an animal, could not 

he used (as pointed out on p. 1235) 

Anauer The word + Jéghani denotes a iimb of the Saint which 
can beastly obtained 

Conclusion The Jāghani ıs an accessorv in the Painisamyiija per 
rormed along with Darea-Purnama-a 3 si : 


Adhikarana (11). The Joining toyether of the otabs should find a 
place among the Samathas a re : 
Subject- -matter Conflict and non conflict between syntactical con- 
nection and context .. 
Vi-ayavrakya  Dirghasomé santridyad dhrtyai, which ‘lays down n 
‘he separation and the joining together of two stone ccm 
the pounding of Soma 
“nuegtion Does ‘ Dirghasoma’ here stand for the J yotishtoma ? tor 
zur the Jyotishtoma as performed by a‘ dirgha, tall, peraon 2—or 
-o the Uktha and other Samatha@s of the Jyotishtoma or to the 
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Sattra and Ahina sacrifices that extend over several days ? —o1 
to all sacrifices except the Agnishtoma ? 

Pirvapaksha (Prelimirary) ‘The Jouning together of slabs men 
tioned ın the sentence should not be disjoined from the Jyotish 
toma, which 1s what 18 called < Dirghasoma’ ” i. 

‘‘The Jountng together therefore 1s not taken apart from 1ts context 

Stddhanta (prelimimary) The Josneng together must be separated 
from its context, because of the mention of the Dirghasoma 

The name ‘ Dirghasoma’ can apply only to that sacrifice which 1s 
the longest among Soma-sacrifices 

The name therefore excludes all short Soma-sacrifices 

The Jyottshtoma 1s not ‘longer’ than any Soma-sacrifice 

‘ Dirghasoma’ therefore must stand for Somarsacrifices other than 
the Jyotushtoma 

Objection ‘* So long as ‘ Dirghasoma’ can be explained in a manner 
consistent with the indications of the Context, ıt is not right to 
take ıt otherwise” 

‘‘The term may mean ‘the Jyolzshtoma performed by a dirgha, 
tall, person ’ ” 

Anawer The epithet ‘dirgha,’ ‘long’, must apply to the sacrefice, 
not to the sacreficer . -. 

The Jowng together 1s for producing more durability, and this 
would be needed only for sacrifices extending over several days 
That it1a for the purpose of durabilzty, 13 mdicated by the Artha- 

vada ‘ dhriyav’ ; 

The ‘Joming together’ therefore should find place in the second 
and subsequent Samsthas of the Jyotehtoma 

Objectton—embodying the Fenal Piirvayaksha ‘The special effort 
for obtaming durability would be as needless in connection with 
each of the Samsthas, as in connection with the performance of 
the Jyotishtoma by a tall person” 

‘*The Jomning together therefore should be entirely separated from 
the Jyotishtoma, +n all sts Samsthis ” 

Final Siddhania The Joning together should pertain to the Ukthya 
and other Samsthis of the Jyotishtoma 

The Arthavada ‘ dhriyet’ would not be meaningless in this case 

The Joning together should be restricted to the later Samsthas only 

There can be no distinct Context relating to the Samsthis 

The Jomning together therefore must appertain to all Soma-sacrefices 
with the sole exception of the 4gneshktioma, which 1s the first 
Samstha of the Jyotishtoma 


Adhikarana (12) The prohibition of the Pravargya refers to the 


first performance 

‘ Yat pravargyam pravrijait,’ mentions the Pravargya, which 18 
connected with the Jyotishtoma 

P:avargya is mentioned ın the Kaushitaki Brahmana in the context 
of the Jyotishtoma 

Vesayavakya ‘Na prathamë Yajn" pravrijyat’ 

Question Does the ‘first sacrifice’ here mentioned refer to the 
Jyoteahioma and all tts Samathais ’—~or only to the first performance 
of the Jyotishtoma ? 

Pirvapaksha Farst anertfice must stand for the entire J yotishtoma, 
this being in keeping with the Context ” 

‘The fact of the Prohibition applying to the entire Jyotishtoma ts 
indicated also by syntactical connection” 

Siddhénita The term ‘ first’ refers to the perjormance,—as it stands 


for that operation of the performance which precedes all his othe 
Operations 
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Pravangya or its prohibition applicable only to Soma sacrifices .. 
The term ‘ first’ must be in reference to the second and subsequent 
performances of the Jyotishtoma os 
Context must, thus, be superseded by syntactical connection ae 
A further Injunction of the Pravargya in the Taittiriya text: Arm 
shtom? pravrnakir’ .. 
Diversity of opinion regarding this Injunction 
(a) It applies to the First RARE and sets aside the above- 
mentioned Prohibition af ee 
This view is not right .. 
(b) The Prohibition applies to the ‘ Ativtitra section of the J yotish- 
toma and the Injunction to the Agnishtoma section .. gs 
This view is not acceptable 
(c) In regard to the first performance of the Atiratra we have the 
Prohibition only, while in regard to the Agnishtoma we have the 
Prohibition as well as the Injunction, and hence in this latter the 
Pravargya is optional ss oe ch ye 
Objections against this view oe ws 53 ais 
T answered A ae ss z% se 
Prohibition and Paryudasa 
The Prohibition pertains to the origmal sacrifice—the J. yotishtoma 
‘ Fah pravargyam, etc * refers to the original sacrifice .. ss 
it applies to a sacrifice where we have the Upasads 
We have the Upasads in the Jyotishtoma .. 
One sentence is an originative Injunction, and the other an appli- 
eatory Injunction 
` Agnishtomé pravrnakit’ serves to point out the occasional permissi- 
bility (at the Agnishtoma section) of what has been prohibited in 
regard to the First Performance of the entire Jyotishtoma us 
Performance and non-performance of the Pravargya are optional 
alternatives, even when the sentence is a Paryudasa .. 
The two optional alternatives we have in regard to the First Per- 
formance of the Agnishtoma 
The permissibility of the Pravargya may pertain to these cases only 
when the performer is a superior Crotriya Teacher of Vedas .. 
No non-Qrotriya entitled to perform sacrifices os 
The modifications of the Jyotishtoma could not be ‘ ' first perfor- 
mance’, .. 
The prohibition of the Pravargya therefore does not apply to 
modifications 
Conclusion The prohibition of the Pravargya refers to the First 
Performance of the simple Jyotishtoma by itself ak ; 


ae * 


Adhikarana (13). [Introductory to next Adhikarane] The grinding 


of Pushan’s share is to be done at the Vikrti--sacrifices ; 
Visayavākya ‘ Tasmai pusha prapishtabhagah adatko hi sah’ ve 
Question. Is this grinding to be done at the original sacrifice or 
at its modifications ? . 
This involves a conflict between Syntactical connection and Context 
Siddhanta The grinding is to be done at the modifications 
This 1s m accordance with the Law of the Joining together (33-24) .- 
This Adhikarana appears here peony as introducing the next 
Adhikarana és > ‘i we se 


Adhikarana (14). The grinding of pashan s share applies to the 


Rice only .. oe 
[Question . Is ‘the said grinding to ‘be done in the case ‘of all aia 
tances, or only in that of Rice 7] ai T : 


16 . 


VIY TANEFRA-VABRLIKA 


Paye 
Piirvapaksha <‘* The grondsng 139 to be done to all substances offered 
to Pushan—Rice, Cake or Animal Body ” 1257 
Siddhanta The grinding 1s to be done only to grains 1257 
In the case of Cake, it 1s already implied in all cases and needs no 
reiteration of a particular offering 1257 
In the case of the Ammal Body, the grmding would make 1mposzai- 
ble the enjoined offering of the ‘ Heart’ and other limbs 1257 
It ıs only in the case of giam-offerings that the mjunction of 
grinding could serve a useful purpose 1258 
The grinding can apply to that only which 1s in due order for it 1258 
The grinding applies to grams only 1258 
The anomalies noticed in the case of the Cake and the Animal Body, 
are not found ın the case of grains 1259 
‘ Caru'ıs the name given to a preparation of grams cooked in a 
particular manner 1259 
Use of the Adhıkarana 1259 
\dhikarana (15) The grinding of Pushan’s share 1s to be done 
only in that case im which the Caru 1s to be offered to Pushan 
alone 1260 
Question Is the grmding to be done only m the case of Caru 
meant for Pushan alone or also when ıt 1s meant for two deities ? 1260 
The question 1s subject to Adhikarnas 3 1 26 and 3 2 27 1960 
Siddhanta The grmding is to be done only in the case of the 
Caru meant for Pushan alone 1260 
There are anomalies if the grinding is done to other Carus 1260 
Out of the Caru common to more than one deity, the position of 
auch deity cannot be determmed 1262 
Ptrvapakehin’s arguments against the Ssddhanta 1262 
We should have grinding also ın the case of Caru meant for 
Pushan coupled with another deity 1262 
The only condition prescribed for grinding 1s the presence of 
Pushan as the Deity ” 1262 
Phe condition is fulfilled also when Pushan is coupled with 
another Deity ` 1263 
The words of the injunction could not lmit the scope of the 
grinding ’ 1263 
The reason for grending 18 the absence of teeth m Piishan, and 
this reason is present also when he 1s coupled with another Deity ” 1264 
The sentence ‘ Somapaushnan carunnervapett némaprshtan’ discussed 1264 
Caru to be half-ground—which ıs meant as a reference 1245 
Grinding apples to all matenals ıt cannot be restricted to Caru 
only 1206 
Siddhanta The grandeng pertains to only one Deity, Pūshan 1266 
The grindiny is meant to appertain to the resultant Apiirva 1266 
Grindmg pertams neither to the Deity nor to his portion , 1266 
Grinding pertains only to the sacrafice of which Ptishan 18 the Deaty 1266 
N 2 : Portion ' of the Deity before the offermg has been actually 
MIAE 1266 
Exact signification of * bhdga,’ ‘ portion’ 1266 
Deity does not actually partake of the offering (vide 10 1 4) 1266 
Grinding cannot be an accessory of either the Deity or his ‘ portion ’ 1266 
Grinding 18 an accessory of the Aptrva, through the sacrifice 1266 
This view 18 supported by 911 also by Devatadhikarana (Adh 9) 1267 
Syntactical connection connects the grinding with the Apiirva, not 
with the Deity 1267 
Bhiiga* signifies sacrsfice 1267 
Bhaga” does not mean acceptance of something offered by another 1267 


Bhiga of Piishan’—this name cannot apply t 
AEE pply to a sacrifice that has ake 
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Page 
Sacrifice to Indra and Piishan cannot bo called ‘ Piisha-bhaga’ , {267 
The * absence of teeth’ is only a secondary reason, not the main 
ground for qrinding is 1268 
The sentence ¢ Somapaushnan,. nemapishtam 18 injunctoon of Har- 
grinding .. Ha ne jeg : {268 
PADA I\. 
Adhikarana (1). The mention oi the Nivitais an Arthavàda . Pug 
Nubsect-maiter of Pada. Conflict between Prakarana and Qrun. and 
between Prakarana and Langa, a T a 1269 
ırayavākya ` Nivitam manusyandm ’ bs s ; i269 
Five possible ways of taking this sentence pa se 249 
Question of Adhikarana: Is this sentence an Injunction or mere 
Arthavada ? i269 
Propriety of this question in the present connection disenssed —.. 1209 
This quest on belongs to Adh I z$ H269 
It 13 brought up here as introducimg a discussion : 12659 
Purpose of the Bhashya m bringing up this question explamed 1270 
Pūrvapaksha (A)* °* The sentence 15 an Tnjunection—in accordan.. 
with | 2.19 1270 
It cannot be taken as merely descriptive” 270) 
Because it imention, something new if must be an Injunction pavo 
Pūrvapaksha (B} “The Nivits mentioned in the sentenes 1- 
property cf the Action” : ae 
' "This alone cannot be compatible with the name Adhvar, ava.’ 
which belongs to the Yajurveda, where the sentence occurs ‘ eal 
Purvapaksha (C) and (D) t The Vivita is a property of Man.—(D) 
and of those Actions mentioned in the context shat pertazn lu men’ 1271 


Pirpvapaksha (E) * The Nivita is a property of all those actions m 
which man is the predominant factor. —not only those mentioned 
m the context” i t372 
‘It Nevtta were taken as belonging to Wan 1t would mwone the 


"esa ee of a distinct result 1272 
S.ddhanta The sentence is a mere Arthavada : 273 
Objections to the view that © Vertu pertains to the Actions men 

tioned im the ‘context’ (Piurvapaksha D)- It contradicts th- 

indications of Sy ntactical connection 1273 
The connection of Nirita with the Action of Anvākāryuparana 

(mentioned ın the context) would involve a syntactical split 1273 
Tne view that ‘‘ Nirita pertams to Actions in which Man is the 

predominant factor” (Pirvapaksha E) involves the anomaly of 

rejecting Context and Name .. Pe e 127a 
And also that of having to assume a distinct result ‘ 1273 
Lt the sentence is taken as an Arthaviida, it is in accordance with 

the Audunbaradhikarana (1 2 19) . J 1273 
The sentence can be connected with the subseyuent declaration _ 

‘ Tpavyayaté, etc.” only 1f it 1s taken as a descriptive Arthavada 123 
The sentence contains no injunctive word .. is 1274 
Assumption of the Injunctive word ınyolves anomalies and com- 

plications and objectionable interdependence : : 1274 
Meaning of the sentence—* Nivīta is good for men,’—or ‘ The Nivitn 

13 for such inferior beings as men, it is the U pavita that is for the 

gods ’ . 2 Da A RES [274 
Omission of six Sitras by Bhashya, explamed variously 1275 


These six Sūtras omitted by the Bhashya, explained by the Vartika 
as embodying the following 5 Adhikaranas i , 1275 


exvl TANTRA-VARITIRA 


Adhikarana (1A) The Upavita pertains to the Datcaptiimamas: 

Ouesteon Does the l pavita, enjomed in connection with tt 
Darcaptrnamisa, appertain to those sacrifices alone -—-o1 to al 
sacrifices / 

By another mteipretation the six Niitras embody only three \dli 
karanas, and under this interpretation, the question wonid bi 
Does the l parita appertam to the Darcaptrnamdsa alone au 
the sentence 1s an injunction, or ıt pertains to all saeritices ali 
the sentence 15 an A?thurada ° 

Pirvapaksha ‘ The l paia pertains to all acrifices ’ 

‘The Upavita is refered) to in connection with the Mert ssurhotr. 
which implies that ıt por tains to all sacrifices 

Saddhanta The Upavita cannot pertain to ell sactihn e~ - 14 t 
context points to its connection with the Darca Ptrramia-i u i5 

rhe sertence bearing upon the Wrtaqnihotra also justifies the ~in 
conclusion 


Adhıkarana (1B) Lhe sentence ‘ lUparyayat? ete ds An njun 

tion of Upavita 

Visayaradhya l paryayate deialuksmameratat hurnu 

Connection between this and the last ddhikaana 

Question Is the sentence :njunetvre or descipliie ’ 

Pūrvapaksha The sentence 1s purely descriptrie 

‘The Uparita i~ alread: enjoined in the Smrtis 

‘“ Tne Present Ten-ve in upacyayat? is incompatibk with mou 
tion 

Sid@dhania The sentence Is enjunetrie 

Jt lays down something new —not enjuined elsewhere 

A descriptive declaration of all saciifices would he useles~ 

The Present Tense affix has the torce of the [njun tive 

What is enjomed in Smrtis 1s the Uparita asa piupetis of Ma 
while the -entence m question enjoms it im connection with the 
sacrifice 

The use of the Adhiharana 1s explamed under 4 2 23 

Second interpretation of the Sta (9C) as embodying the Pūrva 
paksha of another Adhikarana (IC) 


Adhikarana (1C) © 3 ajnopavitihy devebhyo dohayati’ 13 an Artha 
vada elating to the T paita as connected with the Datta 
Pirnamasa 

Visayaiakya Piñcināviti dohayet \ ajnoparitihi devebhyo dolu 
yatı occuring in connection with tne Mrtägnihotru 

Question Is the latter sentence merely eulogistic ot tho [ par ita 
as pertaining to the Datqca—Prrnamasa ?—o1 1816 mjunrtive o 
it as pertaining to the ordinary Agnihotra ’ 

Pirvapaksha ‘ The sentence is an Injunction because it lavs down 
something new ’ 

[The Seddhanta ot this Adhitharana 1. stated on p '282! 


Adhikarana (1D) The mention of ‘ northwardlimess 19 nereis 

descriptive 

Visayavakya ‘\¢ ypweodaico darbhastan daksinamanatn &— 
occurring m connection with the Mrtagnthotra 

Question Is the clause * Y7 purod@ficak myunctive or descriptive 

Pirvapaksha ‘‘The clause ıs mjunctive, as it lavs down ome 
thing new 

"The mention of northuardliness n the clause must be an injunc 
tion 
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Siddhania The clause cannot be injunctive bg fe 

It is only indicative of the fact of the grass pointing towards the 
north a fi seh ae ss 

The Northwardliness in question is already enjoined by the Smrti— 
` Agravanti pragagraint udagagrant, etc.” .. PP : 

The clause in question is only a reference to this Smrti injunction 

Stddhanta (of Adhikarana 1C): The sentence ın question is not an 
Injunction. . ni ice ss si 

The sentence must be taken as purely descriptive 


oe 


Adhikarana (1E). The sentence ‘ Upari hi dévabhyo dhārayatı’ 


an Injunction me eid es 
This is an exception to the foregoing Adhikaranas as $ 
Visayavīkya - ‘ Adhastat samidhandharayannanudravet, upar 
hi dévébhyo dharayats’—occurring m connection with the I rtayv 
nthotra “a 5 s se 
Question Is the latter clause tnjunciiee or descriptive ? : 
Pūrvapaksha ` ‘* The sentence is descriptive; what is here mer- 
tioned being already got at by usage ” Si is ‘ 
Siddhania . The sentence must be taken as an injunction of Holding 
All that usage indicates is the necessity of giving a protective cover- 
ing to the valuable material,—not the Holding of the Fuel ; 
The Holding of the fuel-stick over the Sruk ıs not indicated by any 
other means of knowledge ; s 2 
The sentence must be regarded as an znjunction of the Holding 


"e 


Adhikarana (2). The specification of the Directions is an Artha- 
vada (descriptive) ii ; a 


Adhikarana (3). The mention of ‘ parusht deta, ete ° 15 au Artha- 


vada (descriptive) es oh ing . 
Lssayavakya (of Adhi 2): ‘ Pracindeva abhajania daksinam pitarak 
ete.’ oF sa = A is aRt 
Vicayavaltya (of Adhı. 3): (a) ‘ Yat parushi ditan tud devanam, ete.’ . 
(a) ' Yo vidagdhah sa nairritah.. tasmadavidahat@ çrapayıt- 
avyam, ete.’; (c) ‘Yai pirnantanmanusyanam upari, etr’. 
(d) ‘ Ghrtan devinam mastu pitrnam, ete... sa ; 
Question (Adhi. 2): (a) Is the sentence injunctive or descriptive ? 
(6) If injunctive, is what 1s enjoined a property of the Man or of 
the Action ? -i e wt i ws as 
Question (Adhi. 3): (a) Are the sentences injunctive of the proper- 
ties of the performer,—or merely descriptive of the properties ot 
actions? (b) Should the properties find place in the Action 
mentioned in the context, ete., etc. ? bo ax ee 
Justification of these Adhikaranas,—when the subjects fall within 
the purview of the Nevitadhtkarana (above) a 
Meaning of the sentences under consideration a ane 
Pirvapaksha (common to Adhi 2 and 3): < All the sentences are 
restrictive Injunctions ”’ ei -+ es ; 
‘‘ All that 1s enjoined appertains to those actions,—of attending on 
guests and the like,—in which Man forms the principal factor 
Siddhanta (common to Adhi. 2 and 3): The sentences are Arthavada, 
—mere glorification of such actions as ‘ proper cooking’ andso forth 


Adhikarana (4). The prohibition of Lying pertains to the Sacrifice 


Visayavakya. ‘ Nanrtam vadet,’ occurrimg in the section on Darça 
Pūrnamāsa os . . g 


exvill TANTRA-\ARTIVA 


‘duestion Does the prohibition ot Lying pertain to the Sur?z/ice or 


to the Sacrificer 7 | ey 
Prelumanary question (1) Foi whose sahe is the action that i~ 


prohibited ? : g PNY 
Prelamanary question (2) For whose sake are the Bhavanads that 
are enjoined hy Injunctions found in a context not connected 
with any words expiessing connection with a human agent ° 1284 
Phe -entences ‘samidto yajatz,’ taniinapalam yajatz, ate also fall 
under the scope of thir enquiry 10H 
Preliminary quesizon (3)—Root question Does the Verbal Athy 
denote the Nominativ e Agent or not ? mut 
Relevancy of this last question (3} discussed tag 
Objectton (a) * Che \erb does not denoie e:ther the predominance 
of the Agent or the subserviency of the sacrifico— Pa 
ib) Direct Declaration indicates the predominance ot the \zent 
and Context indicates the ; redonunan. ot the sacrifice R29] 
‘ Thus there bemg no confixt between them one need not jer 
the other 120] 
The question of the Verb denoting the ìgent or not can have no 
hearing on the main question, as in aither case the avoiding ot 
lies’ would pertain to the sacrifice’ ~H 
irewer The Agent and the Bhavana are both denoted by the \ er) 1290] 
In that case, the Bh&:an@ of the act in question (avoiding of hes) 
vould be more nearly related to the Agent (denoted by the same 
Verb) than to the Saciifice (which is indicated only by Context) bay 
Pix Action and the Agent may be predominant or subservient to 
each othe: according to theu mutual need 12%. 
In the cas of Veths the Agent 1s denoted as the predominant 
tractor, what 1s denoted by the Verb-root bemg subordinated to it 128). 
What is denoted by the 100t cannot be the predonimant factor p297 
The question ot the Verb denoting the Agent has a distinet bene 
on the Adhikaiana 1294 
Objection ‘The relation Leiween the denotation of the Root and 
that of the Afba is only one of qualification and qualified 1 
Even if the Agent be denoted by the Verb, the Import would 
clearly mdicate it as the subordinate factor’ L293 
Che character of the Pejormer, the Nominanve is not identical 
with that of the Possesscr sf the Result ° L296 
Che character of the Agent must always be that of a suboidmate 
tactor ’ 129) 
‘ Desire for results cannot be the differentiation of the Nominative 
Agent ° 129! 
‘ Being the performer’ is the only correct differentiation of the 
Nomimative Agent’ 129h 
Even if the Agent were denoted by the Verb, the Action (of 
avoiding Lies) cannot belong to him ’ 1297 
‘“ The question of the denotation of the Agent 1s wholly irrelevant "297 
answer Action 1s subordinate to the Agent, because it 1» his 
qualification 1297 
In rūjapurusah, the Raja is the subordinate factor, because he 
quahfies the Purusha 1297 
Meaning of ‘ Upasarjana’ 1298 
The Singleness and other factors mcluded in the KG@raha, are for 
the sake of the Action 1299 


The character of the Agent generally cons'sts in being the performer 

but all mtelligent performers are possessed of the desire for results 

accruing from the act undertuken 1301) 
Even though the predominance of the Agent may not be directly 

denoted by the Verb, it 1s certainly implied by ıt : 1300 
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The Nominative Agent, oven when recognised as subordinate. is 30 
not to what is denoted by the Verb-root, but to the Bharana .. 
The Varvakarana holds that the Agent is denoted by the Verbal 
affix r En Sa i an 
Even he vannot deny the Bh@vang os -_ 
No incongruity m the Agent being suboramate to the Bhicand, and 
vet predominant in relation to what is denoted by the Verb-root 
There ıs difference between the subservient character based upon 
Verbal denotation and that based upon the nature of things .. 
If then the Agent is denoted by the Verbal affix the action deno- 
ted by the root must be subservient to him .. Bes ae 
The Verbal affix really denotes the Bhavangd. but implies the Avent 
as correlative to that Bhavana .. ae oe ae 
Conclusion The question regarding the Agent Lemg denoted by 
the Verbal affix has an important bearing on the main question 
of the Adhekarana ae ; i ae 
Pūrvapakha (on the main question):—‘* The prohibition of telling 
hes, ‘na@nrtam vadét’ refers to the telling of hes that the man 
does for his own sake ae mA 
“ Becavse ‘ vadét* denotes the man `“ ae : be 
‘‘ Because it is thus alone that the Injunction can serve a useful 
purpose ; a Sa be ss 
* Because, 1f the prohibition pertained to the sacrifice, it would be 
entirely useless ` qe sa 2 = are 
‘ All Injunctions being for the sake of Man, all prombitions should 
be the same ` : a N a ; 
Sūtra explained by the Pūrvapaksha: ‘‘ Since the sentence only 
expresses only what has been enjoined by Smrti in connection 
with Upanayana, long before the man became entitled to any 
sacrificial performance,—it should be taken as referring onlv to 
the Man himself “` .. zi 


‘¢ The sentence ıs descriptive of what already exists ; sa 
‘Phe sentonce cannot be the basis of tho corresponding Smrti 
injunction, in the present case” ; ro 


‘*'Three declarations of the Purvapaksha. (1) The sentence in 
question pertains to Man (this is not contained in the Sitra):— 
*'(2) The sentence pertains to Man as connected with the sacri- 

fice, and the prohibition of Lying is contained in the Smrti deal- 
ing with Upanayana ” T as es es 
* (3) The prohibition contained in the sentence is only descriptive 
of that wider prohibition” a re pi ise 
“ Conclusion: The sentence in question is only an Arthavada” .. 
Siddhadnta. The sentence is an Injunction, because the connection 
18 wholly different (this answers the first declaration of the Pūrva- 
paksha) T is ws ee fi a 
The sentence 1s question prohibits Lymg while the Smrti enjoins 
telling the truth: The two are therefore distinct = . 
The sentence in question must be an independent Injunction as 
One statement 1s taken as descriptive of another only when both 
serve precisely the same purpose we ne .. 
In the present case the sentence in question is a Prohibition, while 
the Smrti text is an Injunction .. me 
Injunction operates towards something desirable 
Prohibition operates towards avoidance of sin a. 
The prohibition of Lying found in the Smrti, occurring among the 
‘ student’s observances’ is really an Injunction (by contraries) of 
telling truth oe ee oe Oe ke o- 
The sentence in question, found in connection with the Darga- 
Pirnamasa, cannot be taken as an Injunction of Truth-telling .. 
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PANTRA-VARTIAA 


Finally, the Prohibition of Lying, found ın the Smrtis, 1s of univer- 
sal apphcation, applying to all men at all times, while the sen 
tence in question applies to the man engaged in the particular 
sacrifice, and 1s conducive to a distinct Apurva 

The one cannot be descriptive of the other , because they point to 


different results 
The infrmgement of a general Prohibition does not vitiate the sacri- 


ficial performance 

The mfringement of a prohib'tion im reference to the sacrifice does 
vitiate the performance 

As bearing upon the performance of the sacrifice the general Sm: ti 
rule means that ‘1f ın course of the performance the man tells a 
lhe, he goes to hell but he obtains the results of the sacrifice 

The meaning of the special prohibition contained in the sentence in 
question is—‘ The results of the sacrifice are obtained only when 
performed by one who does not tell les during the performance 

The answer to the Second statement of the Pirvapaksha 

There 13 ‘ difference in connection’ in this case also While the sn 
of Lyme accrues to the Man, the viteation caused by ıb 13 in the 
Sacrifice 

Whether the Prohibition pertains to the Sacrifice or to the Man 
performtng the sacrifice, the Injunctwe character of the sentenco 
1emains unaffected 

Pirvapaksha statements “ (a) Even as an Injunction, the sentence 
relates to Man (5) It relates to the Man performing the sacrifice ’ 

dnswer No conjugational affix ıs expressive of the Nominative 
agent 

A Serb gives rise to the cognition of—(1) the Bhavana, (2) what 15 
denoted by the root, (3) the Nominative Agent, (4) the Number 
of the Agent, (5) the results accruing , (6) a point of time 

Ot these, the BhavanG@ alone 1s what is denoted by the Verb 

Phe Nominative Agent and the rest are only zmplsed by the Verb 

The Bhavana does not indicate the Time 

Che Bh&@- ana mdicates all Ka@rakas, not only the Nominative 

In the case of all Verbs, the Number is recognised as determined 
by the Nommative only 

Vaiyakaranas objection ‘‘If, as the Siddhantin hoids, the 
Nominative agent 1s not denoted by the conjugational affix, there 
is nothing to justify the assertion that the Number, which 1: 
a by that affix, can be determined by the Nominative 
only” 

cinawer In every case peculiar potencies of various kinds are to be 
assumed for the explanation of well-known facts 

The pecuhar potency of determining the Number can belong to the 
Nominative only 

The assumption of such diverse potencies 1s necessary for the 
Val) Akarana also 

The Number cannot be connected with other Kirakas, just as ıt 
cannot be connected with the Bhavana and other factors signified 
by the verb 

The Objective, not being always signified by the conjugational affix, 
cannot be connected with the Number expressed by the verb 

The Nominative can serve as such only when ıt 1s dicated by the 
Bhavana 

The Nominative need not be directly denoted 

In the sentence in question, the singularity of Number must be 
denoted by the verb ‘ vadat’ 

Nominative ıs the only Ka@raha required, and hence indicated, by 
the Bhavana 
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Nominative is the first factor to be indicated by the Bhavana 

According to Patafijali, the Nominative is that particular Karuka 
whose functioning is denoted by the verbal root, as the most 
important .. A . 

ee Is no ground for holding the N ominative to be directly 

enoted .. 

The Number denoted by the Conjugational affix belongs to the 
Nominative and Objective ; 

The Objective is the most predominant factor in comparison to the 
other sharon ; ; 

The word ‘Çona)’ can enote the roperty onl after it he 
denoted the Horse to which the ER d m as 

The vord t Gona’ denotes the property that is co-substrate with the 
class ‘ Horse ’ 

Such words as ‘ Kumara’ « Karabha, ’ « Kalabha ` * Vatsa’ “ Varkara’ 
etc. stand on the same footing .. . 

The Number does not vary with each class .. 

In the case of inanimate objects, Gender cannot be distinguished . 

In < .47@° the feminine affix ‘ tap” indicates only feminine character , 
it is not an expressive word . 

' Hasti Na ' Devadatia’ + Gri’ ‘ Sarit’ « Toya’ and § Färs’ 

Masculiniry is a property that belongs to Individuals .. 

Gender is indicated by class, not vice versa 

In * Gono dhavatz,’ the word ‘ Çonak’ is the only one that affords the 
idea of a class 

Vaiyakarana’s objections against the view that the Nominative- ig 
not denoted by the Verb , 

« According to Panini 3.4.69, the Nominative and the Objective are 
both denoted by the Conjugational affix ”’ 

‘ Thus the theory that the Nominative is one ore the io Conjuga- 
tional affix has the support of Smrt 

‘‘ The same view supported by Panin 3 |. 68 

Vaiyakarana’s arguments answered 

The Grammatical Smrtis cited do not treat of the same subject as 
that dealt with by the Reasonings adduced by Siddhanta T 

Reasonings deal with the question regarding what is denoted and 
what is tmplted by the Conjugational affix a 

The Grammatical Smrtis cited treat of the question as to which 
among certain synony mns, is the correct form ; : 

Even tf the Grammatical Smrtis made the declaration, it could not 
be regarded as authoritative m the present connection i 

Panini's Sūtra 3.4.69. when takeun along with its Context, does not 
go against the Siddhanta view .. : 

It is not right to take any text wholly apart from its Context .. 

Paninis Stitra ‘ Lah karmani ca, ete.’ (3.4 69), should be taken 
along with 3.1.1 to 4, and 91 to 94; 3.2.128; 3.4.67; 2.4.60, 69, 77, 
78; 13.12. 78. 1.4 106, 107, 108, 101, 102, 21, 22 ; 

Patañjal? s question re. meaning of ‘ bahushw’ in the Sitra: bahushu 
bahuvacanam ` (Pa. 1.4.21) is . 

Patafijali takes ‘bahu’ as signifying bahutea, multrplictiy of num- 
ber, ın the abstract io 

Three ways in which a property is spoken of 

(1) Propsrty, when meant to be the predominant factor, is spoken 
of without the abstract affix, and without co-extensiveness— 

Paiasya guklah’ 

(2) When meant to be the subordinate factor, but no separation 18 
intended, Property is spoken of with co-extensiveness, but without 
the abatract affix—‘ Patah çuklak’ r ; 

(3) When meant to be subordinate to a substance, and when separa- 
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tion ıs intended, Properts ı3 spohen of with the abstract afhx— 
Patasya cuklatuam’ 

[t is thus not always necessary to use the abstract affix when 
speaking of the Property 

Ihe Abstract Affix does not denote the substance qualified by the 
Property 

J/ahabhasya has raised objection against Number being the pie- 
dommant factor 

Meaning of Sūtra ‘ Bahushu bahuvacanam ’ ‘bahu means mult: 
plecti many-ness 

I wo alternative meanings of Panini’s Siitras (a) The Nomiınatı:” 
and the Singleness are both signified by the Conjugational afha 
in ‘pacati; without being telated to each other, the affix denot- 
ing either the one or the cther —(b) the Conjugational affix 
denotes the singleness of the Nominate 

The former view (a) is inadmissible 

The latter (6) alone 1s admissible 
Kartur*hatul’ explained 

Fhe entire set of Panini’s Siitras points to the conclusion , the Conju 
vational affix denotes the Number as qualified by the Nomanatere or 
the Objcetive 

There 13 no contradiction between the idea pomted to hy Panini’s 
Stitras and the Siddhanta that the Kärakas are onli indicated b3 
the Bhavana 

The sense of the Sitras mcompatible with the view of the | aya 
TA anas 

Both Katy av ana and Patañjalı have declared that what 1s denoted 
b the affix is .engleness 

Patafjal says that the Sitra ‘anabhihite’ is necessary only ıt 
~inglenc ss, ete , are denoted by the Conjnugational afhx 

statements in Mahabhasya contrary to this aie opposed to the 
writer’s own declarations 

The contradictory assertions by Patañjalı are reconailed by takine 
them a~ limited m their scope 

Grammatical works frequently speak of the denotability ot certam 
factors only as a conventional technicality 

In the case of conjugational affixes the Nominative (m the Objet 
tive) 1s indicated by the Bhã ana 

V hat intransitiv: Verbs indicate is the Nominative, and not neres 
sarily the Objective or other Karakas 

Case endings do not sigmfy the Verb 

D: clensional affixes denote the Karakas 

The Karaka mdicates the Verb 

In the case of Conjugational affixes, the Nommative and the Obje 
five are indicated by what is denoted by the root and by the 
Bhavana 

\ stvakharana s arzument>s agaist Siddhanta 
The Nommative i denoted by the Conjugational affix because 
the nurnber of the affix varies with the number of the Nom 
nativ >’ 
The Nominative could not be indicated by what is denoted by the 
Verbal :oot*’ 

Arguments of the Vatyadkaraua stated in the mferential form 

‘ Paati denradatiah’ means the same thing as ‘ paktā devadatiah’ 
and ‘ pakt@’ ıs admitted to be denotattye of the nommative 

Pacat: > must be denotative of the nominative 

‘ Otherwise the number of the verb should not vary with that ot 
its nominative” i 
Mecau~ the verb denotes the qualifications of the Nom narive an | 
tie Deetive these latter mu-t be denoted Inv if 
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oS Conclusion The Nom'native and the Obje tive are denoted hy 
the Verb’ ee ond ` 

Vasyakarana’a arguments answered Bg a : 

There is nothing to justify the potency in the verb to denote the 
Nominative, when ıt actually denotes the Bh@:ani i 

Five Inferential arguments agamst the view that the verb denotes 
the Nominative ía ; ix ii 

The Siddhānta is not incompatible with w ell-recogu:sed facts, since 
it admits that the Nominative is inaicated, though not denoted by 
the Verb .. pa i oe Sc : 

Objections against the Vaiyikaraua’s arguments ; ; 

Is the * co-extansiveness’” (of the Nominative; direc tly donoted. or 
indirectly indicated ° =: i 

It cannot be denoted by the Verb, which denotes the Bhacuna 

Words with Conjugational endings cannot denote substances 

Words with conjugational endings differ from words with Ky! 
endings—i e., * pacati’ is not synonymous with § paktā ` ; 

` Paktă’ can take several case-endinzs, and hasa gender - neither 
of which is appheable to ‘ pacar’ 

Meaning of ` co extensiveness ' ; 

ls there ‘ co-extensiveness’ between the tuo sonly “pa afi’ and 
' devadattah, or between what are denoted by these wo.ds ? 

No ' co-extensiveness is possible, in its primary form 

There are counter arguments against the Varydkarana.. 

The instance cited by the Vaiyaikarana in his inference is faulty 

t Pacate’ not synonymous with ‘ pacaka’ .. 

Number belongs to substances. not to the Karaka ; 

In ‘ pacakah,’ the basie name denotes the Nominative of the cooking 
while it is the case-ending that takes the number a 

The VaiyAkarana’s arguments open to the charge of being ‘ uncer- 
tain’ p3 de : 

ln ‘ pacati decadatah, the Nominative is signified by the Bharani 

in § Kéehthath pacanti,’ the fuel is the /nefrument. not the Nomina 
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tive : D Sa at si 
Opponent s position reiterated . : : 
‘Anabhihita rules cited by opponent : Py 
‘Lhe opponent's view eriticised .. a 
Number is not expressed by the Arf and cther añse» . dee 


The Objeetive and other K@reias are subcrdinate factore, but ar 
connected with 41 ifications es 
Phe term ‘anabhahutn Ta Paene 2.3 bo means ‘not cogused. in e 


particular form š ae we a . 
The Bhavana indicates only two Karadaz, the Nominative and th 


~ 


Objective .. ae = X: < 
In all impersonal verbs, e g. ‘ nika bhujyat?,’—the verb derrotes the 
mere act, nothing else : x 


The Nominative can be indicated only by the Bhāranā p5 
- dnabhthitZ,’ ın Pāninrs Sūtra, may be taken im its ordinary sense. . 
Lak’ as occurring in Panmi’s Sūtra ‘ Lah karmant, ete., is a techni 
eal form signifying the Nummative and the Objective 
Technical terms like ‘lah’ serve many useful purposes .. . 
The Vaiyadkarana’s last argument *‘conjugational affixes denote 
the Nominative, because they signify ita quatifications ° —eritieigad 
Fhe reason is * too wide’ zi pa , . 
Fhe Nominative cannot be denoted by the Conjugational affix. 
The prohibition of Lying could not be meluded in any Collective 
Injunction of the Dar¢a-Ptirnamasa sacrifices ce ae 
Useful purpose served by the distinct Injunction a ae 
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The signification of the various factors of the Injunction nanrtam 
vadét’ explamed 

‘ Vadét’ means that ‘help should be accorded to the Darca Purna 
masa sacrifice by means of speaking’ 

‘t Anriam’ means ‘what 15 meant to be done hy speaking 15 to be 
done by speaking falsely’ 

The negative ‘ na’ that € 2f 28 not that the help ıs to be accorded by 
false speaking’ 

The whole sentence ‘ nānrtam cad7t’ signifies the prohibition of that 
falsity which 18 posable in the speaking done lor the sake of the 
sacrifice 

"his means that when the priest officiatmg ata samıfice has san! 
one thing, he should not say anvthing to contradict what he ha~ 
said 

Use of the d4dhiharuna If the sentence in question were merel 
descriptive of what is enjomed ın the Smrti, then the infringe 
ment of the prohibition would mvolve the eapiatory rite pres 
eribed in the Smrti, but if ıt 1s an Injunction bv itself, the 
explatory rite due to its infiingement would be that prescribed in 
the Veda 

Such an Expiatory Rite consists in the pouring of libations with the 
Anviaharyapacana Fire 

The Veda prescribes expiatory rites m connection with delinquencie+ 
occurring in course of sacrifices 

Practical differences involved between the Pid, ipahsha and 
Siddhanta theories 

The meaning of the sentence according to the Piireapaksha—‘ There 
should be no falsity in the benedictory declarations made by the 
Yajamdana for his own purification’ 

The meaning according to the Siddhanta— In all the speaking that 
13 done, by the Yajaméina or the Priests, during a sacrifice 
Lying should he avoided’ 


Adhikarana (5). ‘he actions relatmg to the ‘ Yawnimg person 


should find place ın the Context 

Subject mailer Conflict between Context and Indicath-e-pawer, and 
between Context and S5 ntactical Connection 

| esayavakya (a) The Injunction of * Tirthasnama,’ and (8) that ot 
the reciting of the Manta‘ maye dabealvathz etc” —as to be dors 
every time that one yawns ' 
Question Do the actions pertain to the Agent only ?—Or to the 
Agent as connected with a sacrifice ?—Or to the sacrifice only °’ 
-\ccording to preceding Adhikarana, the Actions should pertain to 
the sacrifice 

Pirvapaksha ‘t The actions pertam to tho Agent only in accordance 
with 33 15 

* The first action of Tirthasnina, the bathing which cleanses the 
body, must pertain to the Man ” 

‘The second act of Rectteng also can be done bi the Man only 

Siddha@nia The actions are purificatory of the Man connected waiti, 
the sacrafice 

If the actions are connected with the Agent only, we reject th. 
indications of the Context 

If the actions are connected with the Sacrifice only, we reject the 
indications of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection 

The Siddhanta theory—that the Actions belong to the Agent engayed 
im sacrefice—imvolves the rejection of none of tho above three 

The purification brought about by the reciting of the Mantra in, 
question pertams to that ‘ yawning person  (Jafjabhyamana: 
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who 1s engaged in bringing about the -Lp%rea of the 
purnaniisa Sacrifice .. 


Bhashya criticised and justified .. pa ; 
The case in question is not analogous to that of the Ahina 
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oe . . ar 
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Adhikarana (6). The acts of threatening and th 
the human agent a 
Visayavakya * Dera vat caomyum 
ete., ete.’ .. ie zs E . 
‘Vamyu’ is the collective name for the acts ot ` threatenme 
- ing’ and * wounding’ the Brahman = a 
(Question Do the acts prohibited appertain to the Avant or to tl 
Sacrifice ? 26 de sie He r 
Piircapaksha ‘* The acts referred to are those done for the sake of 
the Sacrifice ` xi : us . 
~ The acts ot threatening and the rest are possible to be dune in 
connection with the Sacrifice ~ a zi T 
Siddhanta The acts cannot be restricted to the Context for the 
sacrifice) only se ay : ; 
The acts must pertain to the Man, not to the Sarrifice 
The penalties prescribed can relate to Man only a i: 
The Camyu is declared in the Veda as making over all Brahmanas 
to the protection of the Gods .. 2 a 42 
All this goes to show that the Acts appertain to Man on tenerai, 
not only to the Man engaged in the sacrifice f 


e like pertam to 


abruvan. . yo brāūhmunūyīvagut. 
* strik- 
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Adhikarana (7). The prohibition or conversing with a Woman m 
her courses pertains to Man in general RZ 
Vicayavakya * Malavzdvūsasūā na samrad®s, ..* nūsya annamadyät 
‘ Malamadvasas 1s the Woman in her courses x bea 
Hnestion Does the prohibition contained in the sentence pertam 
to the Sacrifice ?—Or to man as engaged in the saerifice *—Or to 
Man in general ? ss ae : he : 
Piirvapaksha *‘ The prohibition refers to the words > paini esa iF 
lokah, which the sacrificer addresses to his wife durmg the Darya 
purnamiasa sacrifice; hence it must pe tain to man a. engaged in 
the sacrifice ` 7 sg ‘ a 
Siddhanta. The prohibition refers to Man ın general, conversation 
with the wife in her courses being impossible during the ~acrifice 
in view of the direction that the wife in that condition should he 
removed from the place ae dis ; 
Yo’sya v atue’ ham patni analambhuka syGt tamaparudhya yayrta 
Smrti-rules prohibiting such general conversation with the Woman 
are based upon the prohibition under discussion se : 
Nasya annamadyat’ means that ‘ one should not have intercourse 


with the Woman in her courses’ oe cs : 
Anna’ =abhyanjana=mrakeana (among the Littas)= Intercourse 
No ‘ intercourse’ possible during the sacrifice a 


Hence this prohibition must refer to Man in general 
As the prohibition, of ‘ conversing’ stands on the same footing a- 
that of ‘intercourse,’ both must appertain to Man in genera! 


Adhikarana (8). The wearing of gold pertains to man in general. . 

Visayarakya : (a) ‘ Tasmai suvarnam hiranyam bharyam’ (b) * Suva- 
sasa bhavitavyam’ .. ioe Li ae me 
Question: Are the ‘ wearing of bright gold’ and (b) ‘ clean clothes 

prescribed as to be done by man engaged in a sacrifice, or by men 

in geneval ? he s ac s3 sis 
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Page 
Pūnrapahsha stated +‘ The Isti should be performed at the accep- 
tance of the herse-gift in ordinary life” .. ae in 139} 
It is only the acceptance of the ordinary horse-gift that is sinful 


> 
* 


and hence requires the expiatory Isti“ .. ids i 1391 
— The acceptance of the Horse-gift at a Vedic sacrifice cannot be 
sinful" .. sh s se sa és 1391] 
‘Though the sentence seems to apply to the acceptance of both 
kinds of Horse-gift, it really applies to that in connection with 
sacrifice only ee ox cy : 3 1391 
- The Iştı frees the man from Varuna sickness (Dropsy) 1393 
‘- The Isti is performed by the giver, not the recetver of the Horse- 
gift (see next Adhi }. bas a . s 4 1395 
-+ Pirvapaksha (in Bhashya) holds that the Isti is to be performed 
by the Receiver: as in ordinary hfe it is the receiving of the gift 
that is aimful ` i i a ea zi 134 
‘- Ta connection with Vedic acts the receiving of the gift is not 
sinful ee a a re 7 fa 1304 
The Injunction of giing does not involve that of receiving, the 
gift Ki ; es Sf aa ds 1396 
Another view 1s that in the case of ordinary gifts, the Isti 1s to be 
performed b; the Receiver. while in that of the gift in connection 
with Vedic acts, it ts to be performed by the giver ` sf 13.36 
< Another view” In all cases 1t is performed by the giver ` ae 1396 
< Giving of horse im ordinary life also 1s prohibited”... be 1306 
-- The Istiis to be performed by one who, in ordinary life, gives, or * 
»ven sells, a horse ` on as a RA 1397 
- There 1s no mjunction of giving a horse ` ‘5 Za 1397 
-- Conclusion It 13 the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift that 
serves as the prompting cause of the Varuna Ie” .. 1397 


Siddhanta The Istiis not really meant to remove the evil effects 
of the gitt . the evil effect mentioned (Varuno grhnati), which has 
een understood to be an attack of Dropsy, is not found to appear 
in any case at all; this mention therefore must be an Arthavada — 1398 

‘The removal of evil effects being not possible, the result of the Isti 
may be assumed to be either Heaven (in the case of the gift in 
ordmary life). or the aid accorded to the sacrifice {in the case of 


the gift at sacrifices) .. p T ap Z3 1399 
The assuming of the aid to sacrifice is easier and more j ustified than 
that of Heaven ne os iss F ey 1399 
Conclusion Th> Vāruna Isti is to be performed on the acceptance 
of the Horse-gift at a sacrifice .. i = - 1400 
Adhikarana (11). The V@runa Iatz 1s to be performed by the giver 
of the Horse gs sh as E e p sk L40 
Question Is the VGruna Jet discussed in the preceding Adhikarana 
to be performed by the giver or the Receiver of the Horse-gift ? és 1404 
Question objected to,—in view of the distinct expression t Yo'gvam 
pratigrhnātı, ‘he who receives the horse are oe oe 140] 
Question justified on the ground of the context starting with a an 


reference to the gtving of the horse z o E 
Discussion necessary, for the purpose of reconciling these two R 
contrary ideas afforded by the entire passage — ss .. 1402 
Pirvapaksha ` ‘* The Injunction refers to the Receiver; the giver is 
mentioned only in the Arthavada, therefore the sacrifice should 
he performed by the Receiver of the Horse’ > .. 1403 
The meaning of Sūtra 30: ‘ The action of the Yajamāna cannot be 140% 
accepted as the prompter of the Isti’ ae ne ua n 
Siddhānta . The Ist: should be performed by the “ appointer of the 
Priegts,—i e. the Yajamana, who is the giver of the Horse 14 
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Page 
Arteya means ‘ the appointer of priests, the Yayamana 1403 
That the action (of giving) by the Yayamana ıs the prompter of the 
Isti 13 proved ‘ by Indications 1404 
(1) The Isti, bemg a subsidiary of the main sacrifice, should be 
performed by the person who performs the latter 1404. 
The performer of the main sacrifice 1s the gaver of the Horse—accord- 
ing to 38 1 1404 
The Isti therefore should be performed by the gever of the Horse 1404 
The indication of the Syntactical connect.on of the entire pas-age 
taken as a whole distinctly points to the same conclusion 1404 
In cases where the Arthavada precedes the Injunction, the latter 1s 
conditioned by the former . 1405 
It 1s only when the Arthavada follows the Injunction that the latter 
operates independently of, and prior to, the former 1:05 
In the case in question, the Arthavada comes before the Injunction , 
the two cannot be reconciled, the idea already provided by the 
Arthavada cannot be set aside entirely by that provided by the 
subsequent Injunction 1406 
The ‘ pratyriniyat’ therefore in the Injunction 1s to be taken ın the 
causal sense, equivalent to ‘ grahayét, ‘should make accepted ’ 1406 
This construction leaves the rest of the passage intact 1406 
The Injunction also does not quite mean that ‘one who receives 
the horse should perform the Iestr 1406 
The Injunction ıs to be connected with the preceding Arthavada, 
and thereby lays down the sacrifice for the Gaver of the Horse 1407 
This matter, really disposed of by 33 1, has to be taken up here for 
the purpose of setting aside misconceptions caused by certam 
Bhashyas 1407 
‘Other Bhashyas’ referred to 1407 
Other interpretations of Stitras 30 and 31 by other Bhashyas 1407 
The interpretation of grhniyat as ‘ grahayet’ justified 1408 
Objections to the Siddhanta conclusion 1409 
“ The passage as read in the Maltrayani Rescension of the Yajur 
veda starts with ‘ sa esho'cvah prategrhyaté ,’ which, along with the 
subsequent Injunction, clearly points to the performance of the 
sacrifice by the Receiver of the horse”’ 1409 
Even so, all that this justifies 1s the notion that the sacrifice 18 to be 
| piece by the Recetver also 1410 
vyyé’ in the Sūtra has been taken by some to mean that the 
sacrifice 1s to be performed by the Rtvtk, the Prrest who receives 
the Horse 1410 
But in that case it could not form part of the main sacrifice, of 
which the Yajamén is the performer 1410 
Conclusion The Varuna Isti ıs to be performed by the giver of the 
Horse 1410 
Adhikarana (12) The Somasndra Caru is to be offered on the 
vomitting of the Soma drunk at a Vedic Sacrifice l4lł 
Vesayavakya ‘ Somaindrañcarunnırvapēt yah somam vamatı, 
which does not occur in the Context of any sacrifice 1411 


Questton (1) Is the offering herein prescmbed to be offered on the 
vomutting of Soma drunk during a sacrifice ?—Or on that of Soma 
drunk m ordinary life as medicine ?—(2) Does ıt pertain to 
Komeng by the Yajamāna, or to that by the Priests? (dealt 
with in the next Adhıkarana) 1411 
Pérvapakeha (hkely) ‘*(1) The offermg pertains to the vomitting 
of Soma drunk either at a sacrifice or m the ordinary hfe ,—and 
(2) ıt refers to vomitting by the Priests ” 14th 


Pirvapaksha > ‘* The offering should be made on the vomitting of 
Soma drunk in ordinary life; as that vomitting alcne interferes 
with the effects of Soma-drinking ~“ ss si os 

Niddha@nza The offering should be made on the vomitting of Soma 
drunk at a Vodic sacrifice a we a ik 

The vomitting interferes with the spiritual results of the sacrifice .. 

‘Disposal’ of Soma at a sacrifice hecomes complete only when the 
Sani 18 digested re m : 

Until digestion therefore the sacrificial performance 
eomulere oe we a. .. ae 

In the case of ordinary vomutting, evil afiects, if any, would be only 
temporal, and as such would require only temporal, not Vedic, 
remedial measures .. gi s a .. 


. 


will not he 


Adhikarana (13). The Somaindra offering is to he made when the 
Soma 3 vomrtted by the Yajamana er a is 
Oucstion Is the offering dealt with m the preceding Adhtkarana to 

he made when the Soma 1s vomitted by the Yajam@na? or when 

it i~ done by the Priests ? z oe is age 

"ia, apakshaa ‘The vomitting by both, the Priests as well ag the 
Yajimana. should be the prompting cause of the offering ; as the 


text doe~ not specify either the one or the other” .. k 
Siddhanta The offering pertains to vomittmg by the Yayamana 
only. as the performance is for his sake .. i be 


The offering in question 13 an indirect aid to the main sacrifice... 
The pronouns on the sentence clearly indicate that the Vometler and 
the ze, tormer of the offering are one and the same .. i 
It should therefore be performed on the vamitting by the Yajamana 
If the priests were to make the offering for their own vomitting, 
they would have to engage other priests .. Ge 
And for this offering a distinct result will have to be assumed .. 
Thare would be the same necessity for assuming a distinct result, 
if the offering pertained to the vomitting in ordinary life aie 
There 1s no justification for the view that the Yajama&na would he 
the performer of the offering—but on the vomitting by the Priests 
As in this case the performer of the offering and the vomitter would 
not be the same ey ; = te F 
The offering being purificatory of the Man mentioned in the 
Context (according to 3.4.15), it must be performed by the 
Yajamina (aceording to 3.8.4.) hg ʻa o 
The result of vomitting Soma is declared to be * Loss of prosperity °; 
and this ‘ prosperity’ must be of the man for whose sake the 
main sacrifice is performed; and this is the Yajamana ae 


Adhikarana (14). Ont of the Agnéya agt@kapala caru, it 18 only 
the Dryavadana that is to be offered in Homa : oot 
Vreayavakya Yadagneyo ` etākapālo ` ma&vasyayam paurnamasyan- 
cūeyuto bharati’ which lays down the preparing of the Caru ‘in 
eight Pans’ for being offered to Agni Se sa “s 
Question Ts the whole of the Caru thus prepared. to he offered °—- 
or only a portion (Duyavadūāna, two slices) out of it ? a 
Pirvanaksha + “The words of the text clearly indicate that the 
who'e of what is cooked should be offered; without that it could 
not be ‘ dgnya” ‘dedicated to Agni’ ” .. — = E 
‘‘The Pūrvapaksha must always be one that is apparently quite 


reascnable and sound ”’ ies oe z as 
-The Piirvapaksha therefore cannot be said to losa sight of the 
Injunctions of the offering of Remnants” .. ve a 
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‘s Phe offering of Remnants such as the Srish/akri and the hke 
ın cases where there are no remnants left, are made with fresh 
materials brought in ` 

c The word ‘cesha, ‘remnant would be taken in the sense of 
‘another or ‘secondary ‘imatenmal 

Siddhanta There should always be ı remnant as the slices 
to be offered are cut out of the cake 

The cutting out of the shees is laid down by such Injunetions as 
‘dewharisho vadyait and so forth 

Objection ‘* The Injunctions only prescribe the method of offering 
the entire Carn and they donot mean that a remnant has to 
be kept 

“ The method meant to be adopted 1s that of repc ating the offering 
of two shes til the Caru is exhausted 

Answer According to the Injunction the ofermg of two sleees 15 to 
be done once only 

Though the sheng, as the subordinate factor, may be repeated, 
there 1s nothing to justify the repetition of the Offering 

The necessity of offering the whole Caru cannot be established 

For making ıt ‘agniya, it 1s not necessary that the whole Caru 
should be offered 7 

The name * Agneya’ i» open to two explanations (1) The relation 
ship of Agni, which belongs to the whole Caru ıs transferred to 
the ‘two shre , or (2) The whole Caru becomes ‘ dedicated to 
Agni by having two slices’ out of ıt offered to that deity 

Thus alone can the term * Gesha,’ ‘ Remnant, be justified 

Objection * The naine ‘aynFya cannot be restricted to the two 
shiees only ` 

“lf ‘dryavadainaijihots were taken as the orginal Injunction of 
the offering, this would involve a syntactical split in the sentence 
‘ agneyo shiGhapalo bhacat: 

‘“ The sentence ‘ dgneyo shtGiapalo bhavatk enjoms the whole Caru 
to be offered to Agni 

‘The two sentences ‘ figneyo shtakapalo’ and ‘ dryavadanafyuhote’ 
together mean, either that ‘The whole being dedicated to Aqni, 
one should first offer the two sleces and then the remnant, or that 
‘either the whole should be offered or only two slices ”’ 

a eee offering of the two slices may be a distinct action by 
itse 
‘Or the offering of two slices 13 sanctificatory of the Caru, and 

i hence should be repeated as long as there 18 any Caru left 

“If only two shees were meant to be offered to Agni, then the 
rest of the Caru could not be Ggnéya ” 

‘ The entire Caru cannot become ägnèya by only two slices out of 
it being offered to Agm ° 

Qbjcelsons answered ‘ Yūqa’ and ‘ Homa’ are not synonymous 
(ade 221) 

' āga’ consists in the mere resigning of one’s ownership (over the 
material) in favour of the Deity, ‘ Homa’ consists in the actual 
throwing in of the material the ownership ove: which has been 
relinquished 1 favour of the Deity 

Ml that the sentence ‘ Ggneyo shtakapalah’ means 1g that the 
ee has resigned his ownership over the Caru in favour of 
gni 

This ts sufficient to make the Caru ! ūgneya ’ ‘ dedicated to Agni’ 

\fter this comes the sentence ‘ dvtrhavesho vadyatz, which lays 
down that ‘two slices cut out of the Caru (already dedicated to 
Agni) should be offered into the fire’ 


The meaning of the two sentences —‘ agneyo`shtāpūlah and ‘doya 


vadGnunjuhols —together comes to be this. ‘The oftermg of Two 
slices 1s to be thrown into the fire. out of the Caru that has heen 
dedicated to Agni’ ; i : T 
The *otiering of the Two slices forms part o! the same sumire of 
which the + dedicating of the Caru to Agni formie the earlie: part 
Of the single act of sverifice the ‘ Yaga? (dedieation to Aga) is the 
princepul, and the ‘Homa (otiering of Pwo slices) the subsidiiry, 
factor 3 ne os 
The Homa is not merely sanctificatory of the Curu 
Without the Homa, the Yaga reinatns incomplete 
Homs is not the prineipal factor .. as ; 
‘Yaga and‘ Hama’ form the fore aud hend parts of the samc act 
of sacrifice. which is like Narasimha 


ee * 
o* 
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\dhikarana (15). The SewshtuArt olferng should be made ont of 

all Remnants sa . a ' 

The Sershtakri ofiering consisis in the olerme of the remnants of 
the substances that have been offered m the sacrifice is 

Question Should this Srashiad;t ofiering be made cut of the rem- 
nants of all the different kiuds of substances that have bien 
offered ? - Or out of the remnant of only one of them? ss 

Pinvapaksha * The Srmshiakrt offermy should be made out of th 
remnant of ouly one substance’ a 

© The offering. 1t sanctifieatoiy. need not pe repeated 

“On (another interpretation of Sūtra 43)}—*“ The oHerine coula be 
repeated only if it were sanctuficatori oe aa ‘ 

Srddhint: ‘the NSrishtakrt offering should be made out of the 
Remnants of ill the substances ofterad 

Bec wuse itis of the nature of ‘ disposal es we ; 

Also because thore are texts; indicative ot the fact oe 

The Siitras indicate the use of the foregoing Adhthurana 


ae * .. 


Adhikarana (16) The Svrishtukri and other offerings aro to be 
rade out of the First Material .. Sy . = 
Queston Is the Svishtakrt oftering to be made out of the Remnant 

of the first Material ?—Or any material we like [this question 
adinits for the sake of argument the view set forth as the Pitia- 
paksha of the preceding Adhikarana ] die Me 

Lin vapaksha ‘If the offermgsare to be made out of one only, they 
may be made out of any material one hkes ° sk Sy 
Sudhanta The offerings should be made out of the principal 
materia}. which is the first to present itself .- . 


Adhikarana (17). The division of the Cake 13 for the purpose of 

eating s ee st A - ug 

Vreavarakya. ‘Idam brahmanah ete. ete., occurring in connection 

with the Quattermg of the cake bia -> o 

Questzon Are the shares apportioned by the sentences to the Priests 

meant to bo received by them simply as part of their fee to be 

used by them as they like ?~Or are they to be eaten by them ? 
Pirvapaksha ‘*'The shares are part of the fee paid for their services 

<“ The shares are actually enlogised as fee ‘ Hsha rat darshapw na- 


masadak Ena a. aas e* é “es s. 
Saddhanta The apportioning ot the shares must be for the purpose 
ofesting .. oe ; be 


Tho ontire Cake having boon given over tu the deity, the sacrilivor is 
no longer owner of it, and hence cannot give 1b as ‘ Fee se 
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Page 
The natural purpose served by the cake 15 that if 13 eaten and 
this cannot be rejected unless there 1s sufficient reason for the 
rejection 1443 
Bhashya objected to 1443 
Bhashya explained 1 £12 
Tt is the eatang of the cike that help. the Priests Idit 
The eulogy quoted— shi dak«vwna, this only describes the 
destrable ettects following from the eating of the cahe ligt 
PADA \ 
\dhiharana (Í) Phe sveshtalré and otner offe ings are not to be 
formed with the Butter in the Deruia Vossel L145 
subjpeci-maticr Exceptions to 34 44 1445 
bisaymithya § Ottara@edhat sitshiakerte * vadyat: < Tdamupah- 
rayalt, and other x ntentis laying down the offering of Remnants 144) 
(duestton Should or should not the Siesttakrt and other offerings be 
made out ot the Butter used at the U' pamenuydia ’ Phyo 
Piirrand sha (recalled from 3 £44) Mie oterinys should le mado 
out of the butter used at the | pam uuaa as the subsequent 
otha: adda mentions ‘ all materials Vids 
Phe 1.eason mentioned in the Veda for offerings to be made to 
Seeshtabrt uc as appheable to the Butte: as to any thing else 1145 
Also bec ause the use of the term Sameratfa w connection with 
the ottermis justifies th: same coaclusion I tts 
“ Lastly because wehivean drthui adda of Svishtakit with reference: 
to Butter ¢ Avda ja: ada yu sreshtah rte § oadäya na prot yabhe- 
gharayate l Hb 
Siddhanta The whole of the Butter having been used up at the 
Upameuy ya there would be 1.0 Remnant of ıt, heice the offer- 
ings could not be made out of the Butter 1417 
No remnant of Butter i~ possible in the Dhrare  hecause the subs 
tance 1s common to several actions EET 
In the Dhiuvd thare coul l be no Remnant ot tho € pam uytya 1447 
Because several actions are to bo done with the Butter im the 
Dhruva 1447 
When out ot the Dawna Butter has been taken ouf for tne 
Onam uyara, whatis ler rs for use m other actions and canne t ve 
regarded as the ‘rsmnant ot the (pda ude 1 {4 
\s for the remnant in Doras: after the . mpletion ot all setions 
there is a dict: ct olfevn eg known is the Samustiy quh BES 
Objection «Th Bitter aton ou to thy Upam,u ajpics kopt m 
the Juhi in which the butter left void be th required Rem 
nant }448 
Answer The whole quantity ot Butier contained in the Juhi 1s 
meant to he oitered at the Upūnu uyaza LLES 
Nor would there be ar mnint of Butter in the Juhi as there 18 of 
Soma in the Cups 149 
In the case m question tho non off tine of al ie butt r would be w 
infringement of direct Injuaction, y huh ibis not m thy. case of 
the Soma t109 
Ditterent constiuction ot Sūtra 7 suger sted 1459 
The mentionot > iaterils, brought forward py the Pii apahsim, 
must refor tot! so n mals only of which actual Remnarts are 
available for disposal 1459 
The opponents arguments based upon the word ‘Suma:atta’ 
answered 1450 


The Arthas ida im connection with Sirehtak rt all that ıt implies is 


non-emotinese of the vessel pror to the S: tehtakrt offering 


Adhikarana (2). The oftermg of Remnants sheald not be per- 
formed im cornection with the sakamniasthayya 
Question The Sal anmasthiiyua offering is a modification ot the 
Sainniyya—offecing. the re wnunits of which latter are offered as 
‘Srshtakrt offermyg,—should the remnant offering be made in 
connection with the forner? .. Ba : 
Parvapaksha The oftering should be made: because of the law 
that the modification 1s to be ‘lone according to its original ` .. 
Siddhanta The present case is amenable to the reasonings and 
conclusion of ths foregoing Adh'karana. and there 1s to he no 
remnant-offermg: hecause the pots also having been offered up. 
there could be no Remnant in the ease of the Sdhamprath(y m 


Adhikarana (3). There is uo oflermg of Remnarts m conneciion 
with the Sautraman’ sacrifice 
Question —There are several yesseis ealled «Acrina ete filled with 
mill. wine and other substaness, at the werrenan?, should the 
‘remnant offerings he made ont œ these vessels? . 
Prriapaksha © There being maint vessels, there are hound to be 
Remnants. there must theretors be an offering of Remnants . 
Siddhanta Yhere can be no offering of Rerinants at the swautranane. 
becavse the vesser alse arc offered up ; es 
The texts that «peak o. remnants m this connection, must rofer to 
some othe Disposal-ofter.ngs .. 


en ow + 


Adhikarana (4). In connection with the sarraprethéet7, the 
Saehiaket, the fa and other * Remnant offerings should be 
made only once é aa : : 

Proryerkya * Paadriaa abantari ... indra eak arya, 
which seems in enma tion wiih tha Sarcapradthéshite., and men- 
tions six «stinet deities, connected with six distinet offerings. for 
some of which a ‘ cart-wheel shaped Cake is the single material 
preserihed Se i Da ia T 

Questior Should there be a single Remnant-offering in connec 
ton with trese latter actions ?—Or should they be as many as 
there are offerings” .. sa - se 2: 

Obier'ton to the idhikarnna "Tt forms the subject-matter of 
Adhvava XI ` ea ji bse z 

‘newer Ag involving the question of Remnant offering, the Adhi- 
karana 1s rightiv introduced here : es ss 

Pir:apaksha ‘* The Cake though one, heips the sacrifices piece bv 
piece, hence there are as manv materials as there are sacri- 
fices: hence there should be as many ‘ remnants and their 
‘offerings ` as there are sacrifices T . . 

Sidobū de Tho Remnant of cach sacifties bemg undistingiuishable, 
shore carn be only one Reoumant fer Wi, and herco only one Dis- 

veal Gfferina ` $ - n es -> 

Tho Remnant leir after the oee pikit offering! would be utibsed 
ASA subsequent : diapesal-ofte PPT, T the‘ Quartering of the Cake’ 


“+ 


Adhikarana (5). Out of the vessel dedicated to Indra-Vayu, the 
eating of Remnant should be done twice : i a 
Question Qut ot the Sotma-Vessel dedicated jointly to [ndra Vayu, 
called $ -lindiard java. I the Remnant to he eaten once or twice ? 
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Though the proper place fot this Adhikarana would havc heen 
after Stitra 19, 1t 13 mtroduced here as ıt embodies an exception 
to the principle arvived at in the foregomg dahikarana 

Piiupassha ‘The material heing one and the same, there isa 
single Remnant and hence there should be a single eating 

Soddhinta ‘Lhe Remnant mthe tindræ Dyar Vessel has to he eaten 
lwwe in siew of the Distiret Injunction ‘ Drarcandrarayorasya 
hhal ayni’ 

‘This exposition of the Adhikarana (in accordance with the Bhashya) 
is open to objection Tn the face of this distinct Injunction there 
should Le no room for any doubt at all 

The Aahrarana expounced by the VGrtula a- a continuation of ihe 
preceding Adhikaransa 

Pūriapaksha (B) [ Embody mg objection to the conelusion arri ed 
atin \Jhikarana (4)] -- In cases where the sacrifices are admit 
te dly distinet distinct Disposals are prescribed, as in the case of 
the Aindrarayara Vessel -—therefore at the Sariaprshtéshts also 
there shonld be as many disposal-offe1ings as there are sacrifices’ 

Nrddhadnta (B) Inthe case of the 4dendracdyara Vessel also, there 
should have been only ons eating of Remnant —had it not been 
tol the distimet Injunction ‘ Diiraundia. G arasya bhak sanati 


Adnikarana (6) There should be an cating of the remnant of the 
Soma in all vessols 
Subject matter The eating of the Remnants in vessels other than 
the dendia: yara 

lasayavakya ‘Sarvatah parrthūram acitnam bhakcayat, and so torth 

(Question Should there be ant eating at all ot the Remnants in 
these other vessels ° 

Supplementary Questions Are thesenterces to be treated as Injunc- 
tions of eatmg and there is to be eating only out of the vessels 
mentioned in these sentences’ Or ıs there to be eating only in 
accordance vith such names as ‘ hotugcamasah and the hke given 
to some of the Vessels ° 

Pirvapaksha ‘* All the Soma in the vessels having been taken up 
by the Homa, there would he no Remnant, and hence no eating 
of Soma ”’ 

Neddhinta There should be eating of the Soma remnants, as there 
are texts clearly mentioning such eating (a) ‘ Sarcatahpartharam 
aguenam bhakeayats , (6) ‘ Bhakstapyadytang amdsain dakeunn- 
syanaso ‘ .alambé sadayant* 

This eating should be done ın accordance with thece Injunctions 


Adhikarana (7). The Remnant-eating is to be done by the Priests 

holding the “ups 

Question (imphed notstated) Is the eating of the Romnants to be 
done promiscnously vy all the persons engaged m the sacrifice ” 

Piriapaksha (not stated) ‘The vatmy should bo dune by all 
promuiscuously 

Mddhainta The eating should be done by the Puests who hold the 
Soma-Cups, and after whom the Cups are named-—‘ Hotu camasah 
and so forth 

The eating 1s of Soma left in the Cups 

Fhe eating 1s not of any other subatance Rice and the rest 

The text quoted in Bhishya prohibits the eating of Soma by Non 


Brahmanas for whom the Phaulacamusa 1s prescmbed as the 
substitute for Soma 
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i Pene 
Adhikarana (8). The Udgatr Priests are to eat the Soma, along 

with the Subrahmanya Priest .. 7 1463 


Nubject matter The eating of Soma-remnants, in accordance with 

Name es oe bie 
(uesticn Out of the eups named |‘ ( dyatrructm coomevah, should 

the eating he done by ene Udyatr priest ° or by all the priests > 

or by those priests alone who do the Hvinning *® or by all the 

four Saneirdin Priests ? : : 14s" 
The question justified ; 


Piriapakeha (A): = Tha eating should be done by only one Udgata 


Priest ‘ ; P : H63 
Pūirapaksha (B): © The eating should be done by all the Pere ts 1 bait 
Prreapaksha (C)- © The eatmg should be done by tho: Priests 

alone who actually sing the Hymns" 4 bith 


Siddhania The Hymn singers are not named ` (dutty, they are 
named Prastotr and I'ratthartr =” T si E: 
There is only one Udgatr Priest, the plural forn * wdyfirniim in 
the name indicates that the priests meant are the four Sana 


vedins ,—‘ audgatra being a name of the SAmaveda . z 144. 
‘ Udgatr in this name should beexplamed as tho ‘ performer of the 
aiidga@tra,ie , Samavedic, functions La Hos 


The discussion in connection with the term ‘räjan’ Gin Avishty- 
adhikarana, 233) recalled and shown to bear upon the present 


question. ie : : 1165 
The eating should be done by all the Chandoyrt (Samavedin, Prenta libot 
The above explanation criticised ond found unacceptable 1466 


The meaning 1s either (a) that though all Samavedim Priests and 
not the Hymn singers only, are denoted by the name ` adt, 
yet it apphes to a tew of these only sa : ; T4607 


Or (b) that it applies to the F[vmn-singers only i ; 1465 

Adhikarana (9). The Gra@rastut should eat the Somn T 14608 

Subject-matter Eatings based upon Direct Declaration : HGS 
Pesayarak ya Yathdrumasamanyanecamasanccamasine bhah- 

sananti athadasya hū iyojanasya saria Fra, ete. ne LON 
Question Does thəsentence mean by ‘all only all the cup-holders 

only ? or the Gravastut Priest also ? ba E 1468 
Pirvapaksha ** ‘all’ refers to the cup holders only , hence there 19 

no eating For the Gravastut ” a 2 LIGS 


Siddhania The Qrarastut should eat out of the Hariyorana enp, 
which is proscribed for ‘all’ če., all the priests engaged in the 


saciiice Ms bs st és ose 1488 
Objectton ‘In view of the first sentence, the term ‘all’ in the 

second sentence should be restricted to the cupholders only” .. 1468 
Answer In vew of the direct Injunction in the second sentence 

regarding the Hasivojana enp uo restriction ean be justified .. 16a 


Adhikarana (10). The performance of the Voshath@ a entirles one 
to the eating of Soma-remnant sy sŠ = 1470 
Visayarākya ` Vaskatkartuh prathamabhaksah’ EE a 1470 
Question Does this sentence lay down the First eating as due to 
the ‘Vashathiea’? or it only enjoins the character of being 
‘ first with reference to the Hating ? se oe es 1470 
Pūrrapaksha “lts the character of beng first that 1s enjoined 
by the sentence, with reference to the eating hy the performer of 
Vaea‘kara ; ım accordance with 1 4.9” é ie a 1470 
“The sentence cannot be an injunction of the cating by the per 
former, as this eating is already indicated by the name of the eup 
‘Vachatharinecamasah,’ where > camasa’ implies the eating os 1470 
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u The sentence m question only makes a referenve to the eating by 
the Vashatkartr”’ 

‘© Goncluston ‘The performing of the Vashatkara is not a ground 
for the eating of Soma 

Seddhanta lhe compound ‘ prathamabhakeah’ cannot be taken as 
a mere reference to one of the two members—? e to the eating 
as apart fiom the first 

The sentence ‘7ashathartuh prathamabhakeah cannot be construed 
as * That which ta the eating hy the J askatkartr should be the 
firs! 

The cause of ‘heing first 1s not the ‘eating, but the ‘connection 
with the | ashathartr 

In the sent-nce m qustion what is already enjoined by othe: means 
is the action of Jashatkara, and the eafiny 1s not so already 
enjomec 

Conclusion The meaning of the sentence 14 that the eating by the 
Vashatka.tr priest which ic to be done first, is that due to his 
performing the lashatkara and the eating by the same Priest, 
which 1s indicated hy the name of his cup is an additional one to 
which he 18 entitled 

The | ashatkartr Priest 15 entitled to two eatenqa 


Adhikarana (11) The actionsot Homa and Abhishara alco entitle 

persons to the eating of Soma 

Teeayaral ya ‘Hacirdhan® gravabhiabhesutya Gharianiyé hutva 
sadas bhakacdn bhakeayantr 

Question (not stated) Does this sentence enjoin the actions of 
Abhishara and Homa? or only the Hatsay to be done in conse- 
quence af the performance of those acts ? 

Piriapaksha (not stated) ‘They Jay down the two actions them 
selves `° 

szddhūnta The actions themselves along with all accessories, 
having been cnjomed elsewhere, the present sentence mentions 
them only as grounds for the eahng of S ma, which 1s what 1s 
enjoined here 

The sentence cannot he taken a» laving down only the order in which 
pa actions of (1) Adbhtshaia (2) Homa and (3) Eating have to be 

one 

This order 1s implied by the vei: nature of the actions themselves 

The actions are mentioned in the sentence for showing that the 
eating 15 done by the persons who have performed those actions 


Adhikarana (12) The 'ashatkartr and the rest should eat the 

Soma out of the cups 

bacayavakya ‘Pietu hotugcamasah, pra brahranah, prodgatrnim 

Question Should the performers of the Homa, the Abhishava and 
the F ashathara eat out of the cups mentioned in the sentence ? 

Ptirvapaksha * The said performers shoul not eat out of the 
specified cups `’ 

Siddhanta Thev should eat out of the said cups 

The sentence ‘ Praitu, etc 18 not meant to he preclusive of others 

The sentence only declares the connection of the particular cups 
with the particular priests 

Stitra (34) omitted hv the | ärka 


Adhikarana (13). The first eating is by the Hotr Priest 
Q@uesitton When several Priests eat ont of the same vessel which 
Priest should eat fir az ¢ 
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Piirvapaksha The first eating should be by the Adhvaryu, who es 
is holding the cup at the time that the offerings are finished 1479 
Siddhanta - The Hotr should eat the Soma first, as indicated by the 
words of the Mantra es ee ee ‘A 1479 
The Mantra— £té. vadanti .... hotuçcit pirvé haviradyam ūçata` 
distinctly shows that the first eating is done by the Hotr 1479 
The text ‘ Vashatkartuh prath-mabhaksah ’ declares the same fact— 
the Vashatkartr being one of the Hotr priests 1480 
The order of sequence of the actions entitling the Priests to the 
eating also points to the same conclusion, the performing of the 
Vashatkara being the firat to be mentioned, and it is a function 
of the Hotr oe Pe ee 2 1480 
Adhikarana (14). «The eating should be done on Invitation .. 1482 
Question : Should each priest eat the Soma after invitation has 
been extended to him ? or is no invitation required ? oe 1482 
Pirvapaksha : ‘‘ No invitation 18 necessary ’ 1482 
Siddhanta. Invitation 1s absolutely necessary, in view of the 
Direct Declaration—‘ Tasmai somo nanupahiiténa péyah’ 1482 
This Adhikarana pace serves the purpose of introducing the next 
Adhikarana Me ee sy : 1482 
Adhikarana (15). The invitation to eat Soma should be secorded 
to the priests in the words of the Veda .. 1483 
Question: By what words should the invitation be conveyed Po ai 1483 
Pūrvapaksha (not stated): ‘“ It may be conveyed by any words 
one likes ” 1483 
Sıddhänta : The invitation should ‘be conveyed always by the words 
of the Veda; these words being the first in the Mantra ‘ Upahiita 
upahvayasva ’ 1483 
The invitation should not be conveyed by words of ordinary 
parlance .. s z i oy A 1483 
Adhikaraņa (16). The acceptance also of the invitation should be 
by words of the Veda Ne T ae 1484 
Different reading of Sūtra 42 1484 
Question: Should the acceptance of the invitation to eat Soma be 
done by Vedic or ordinary words ? ; "i = 1484 
Pūrvapaksha . “It is to be done by ordinary words” . 1484 
N:ddhanta: It should be done oe the second word in the Manira 
- upahiita upahvayasva’ . 1484 
Adhikaraņa (17). Invitation is necessary only for those eating 
out of the same vessel 1485 
Question (not stated): Is invitation necessary “for all cases ? ? or only 
for those in which several persons eat out of the same vessel ae 1485 
Purvapaksha (not stated): ‘‘ It is necessary in all cases ’ 1485 
Siddhanta : Invitation is necessary only for those eating out of the 
same vessel; as it is only in that case that there is likelihood of 
misunderstanding a 1485 
There is no ‘ ucchishia’ or ‘impurity ’ involved in several persons 
eating Soma out of the same vessel we T Pa 1485 


Adhikarana (+3); The Sacrificer also should eat the Soma-rem- 
nant ae sd ae s3 a 1486 
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Page 
Nubject-mattee In connection with the Riugrahéshts the sacrificer 
recites the Yyy Mantras 1486 
QMueskon Does the reciting of the Yajy@ by the sacrificer mvolve 
the performing of the Vashatkara and the consequent Ealing of 


Soma also ? 1486 
Pärvapaksha There ıs to be no transferring of the Hateng from the 

Hot; to the sacrificer, as there 1s no declaration to this effect ”’ 1486 

The text transters the 7ecateny of the Yajya only to the sacrificer ” 1487 

It as the Vashathara, not the Yajyd, that entitles to eatmg’”’ 1487 
Siddh@ntn There should be eating by the sacrificer 1487 


The texts (a) ‘ Svayamushadya yajate’ and (b) ‘ anavanan yajate’ 
indicate that the Vashathara ıs to be done by the same person 


who recites the Yajya 1487 
And as the Vashatkara entitles to eating, the sacrificer should do 

the eating also 1488 
The ‘appomtment cannot be tran«ferred to the sacrificer (Sūtra 46) 1488 
This explanation of Sūtra (46) objected to 1488 
Another ecplanation The Apposntment does not, lke the Vashat- 

kāra and the eating follow the trend of the Yaya 1489 


Adhikarana (19) The Phalacamasa 1s a modification of the sacri- 
ficral material 1490 

Subject matter In the event of the Jyotishtoma being performed 

by a Kesattraya or a Varshya, the sacrificer eats the Phalacamasa 


instead of the Soma 1490 

Phalacamasa ’ is a preparation of Vata berries pounded with curd 1490 
(uestion Isthe Phalacamasa a material to be offered in the sacri- 

fice, or only to be eaten 1490 


Pi apakshaa ‘*In view (!) ot the Direct Declaration that ‘he 15 
to be given the Phalacamasu for eating, and (2) of the fact that 
the injunction ot the Phalacamasa ıs preceded by that of the 
eating of Soma,—the Phdlacamasa must be an object of eating 
only ” 1490 
The connection ot the Phalacamasa with the sacrifice should be 
based entirely upon Contest, whose authority ıs mteor to that 


of the said Direct Declaration ’’ 1490 
Niddhainta The Phalacamasa is a material for the sacrifice, as all 

sanctification 1» for the purposes of sacrifice 1491 
Phalacamasa can be related to the Jvotishtoma sacrifice, only 1f ıt 

be a sacrificial material 1491 
Phalacamasa must be a substitute for Soma im the sacrifice 1491 


Tue connection of Phalacamasa with the sacrifice is clearly laid 
down by the latter part of the passage ‘Sa yadı rajanyam 7a 


vazcyam va yajaylt nyagrodhastebhth tabhiryajayet ’ 1491 
The clauses ‘tamaamaz bhaksam piayacchet’ is a mere reference to the 
offering of Phalacamasa’ laid down ın the preceding sentence 1492 
This exposition of the Siddhanta ıs open to several objections 1492 
Another exposition of the Siddhanta set forth 1493 


Questions to be determined (1) Does the clause ‘ tamasmar bhaksam 
prayacchét’ lay down something not enjoined befo.e ? and (2) Is 
the eatiny enjomed as a sanctificatory rite, or an irdependent 


act, or a sarictificatory rite auxiliary to the sacrifice ? 1493 
The eating enjoined cannot be something new 1493 
rhe eating must be a sanctificatory act 1494 
fhe eating must be sanctificatory of the material that has been 

already used at the sacrifice 1494 
Lhe Phalacamasa, 1s an auxiliary to the sacrifice 1494 


The Phalacamasa isthe material to be offered in the sacrifice, out 
ot the sacrificer’s cup 1494 


CONTENTS. CANKIA 


Pange 
The cups of the priests would contain Soma ie 1494 
The eating cannot be an independent action by itself .. 1404 
The eating of Phalacamasa is correlative to the eating of Soma 1494 
‘Na Somam’ cannot be a mere reference .. T 1494 
‘Na Somam’ cannot be an Injunction ie P 13 1495 
Phalacamasa is a substitute for the Soma, as a sacrificia! material 1495 
This is an instance of ‘ Vyavadharunakalpana’ és 1495 
The same conclusion holds good regarding the pounding of Putika 
as a substitute for Soma iS i : ig 1495 
The passage ‘ Yad@ anyangcamasan.,.juhvatc’ also indicates that 
acamasa 1s a sacrificial material n T r: 1495 
Because the Phalacamasa is declared to be held up at the same time 
as the other cups, it must be a sacrificial material .. ny 1496 
The prohibition * Na Somam’ also indicates that the Phalramaea i» 
to be used ın the same way as the Soma .. bie : 1496 
Adhikarana (20). The Br&hmanas also should eat out of the 
Ksattriya-cups ; aad a f ai 1497 
Visayavakya ‘ Gatam brāhmanüh somam bhakzayantı Dagadacarkan- 
camasarupasarpeyuh occuring in connection with the Dacapéya 
which is a part of the Rājasūya Re a aa 1497 
(Juestton Is the eating out of the Keatizya-cups to be done bv 
ten Brahmanas or by ten Kasttriyas ? : 1497 


Reasons for doubt: If the first part ‘Gatam brahman@h, ete 18 an 
Arthavada, then the eating 1s to be done by Keattriyas, itait 1s 
an Injunction, then the eating is to be done by Brahmanas sd 1497 

Pirvapaksha ‘‘Itis the second part of the sentence ‘ Dara, etc’ 
that is mjunctive, not the first part ‘ Gatam, ete.” Hence the 
eating out of the Brahmana-cups should be done by Br&hmanas, 


and that out of the Ksattriya-cups bs Ksattriyas .. ‘ i497 
`t Three explanations of the word ‘ Sūmānyāt’ in Sūtra 52 i498 
Siddhanta The eating out of the Ksatrmya-cups should be done by 

Brahmanas ne ng sa ; ms 1499 
' Qatam brahmandah bhaksayante’ ıs an Injunction : 1499 
There is no justification for dissociating the Brahmanas from the 

Ksattriya cups a F Di asf 1499 
All the ten cups being occupied by the ten groups of ten 

Brahmanas each, there would ba no 100m fo~% the Ksattrıya .. 1499 
The above exposition of the Adhikarana (according to the Bhāshya) 

18 not accepted by the Varieka i Le as 1500 
The sentence ‘ Gaiam biGhmanah bhaksayants’ cannot be taken as 

an Injunction: there are nine objections to it se bd 1901 
Nor can the sentence ‘ dacadacgatkam, etc.’ be taken asan Artha 

vada = ot i D ie ie 1501 
‘ Çatam brahmandah, ete’ should be taken as an Arthavada 1501 
Tf ‘ parties of ten’ be meant, then ‘ éka:kam’ becomes meaningless 1501 
Neither of the two sentences can be taken as an independent 

Injunction Mi si os bs sa 1502 
The Adhikarana expounded differently, by the Vartzka ™ 1502 
Both the sentences are injunctive ji Ki we 1502 
Tha sentence ‘ daçadaçaikam, etc.’ ıs the first to operate as an 

Injunction of the eating to be done by ‘ ten groups of ten each’.. 1502 


Then the sentence * Gatam brahman@h, etc.’ comes in to enjoin that 
the ‘hundred’ men consisting of the * ten groups of ten” should 


be ‘ Brahmanas’ Pn ‘a es its ox 1702 
‘Gatam brāhmanāh somam bhakeayanti’ to be construed as ‘ Yat 
¢catam somam bhaksayanti tad brahmanah’ .. ; 1502 


‘ Somam’ here is not significant, it only stands for ‘the materia! 
used at the sacrifice’ is zá 2g oa 1503 


exl TANTRA-VARTIKA 


Pare 
Therefore what 1s asserted applies to the Phalacamasa also 1303 
The Bhashya has declared that there ıs no impurity attaching to 
the eating of Soma, hence Brahmanas and Ksattriyas can eat 
it out of the same cup 1333 
This 1s true of the Phalacamasa also, which as a substitute for 
Soma, takes all its properties 1503 
PADA VI 
Adhikarana (1) Such Injunctions as that of the Srura being 
made of Khade:a wood pertain to the original primary sacrifices i505 
General question Declarations not found ın connection with ans 
particular sacrifice, aie these to bə connected with all sacrifices ' 
or with the origmal primary sacrifice only °? 1305 
Particular examples —({a) ‘The Suva is to be of Khadira word 
(b) ‘the Juhi 18 to be of leaves’ 105 
Pūrvapaksha ‘The declarations should be tiken as pertaining to 
all sacrifices, as they do not occu: in the context of any parti 
cular sacrifice "Fb 
Siddhania They should appertain to the original primary sacrifice 
only 50b S10 
The reason for this 1s that in this way there would be no 'epetition 1590 
Reading of Sūtra (2) 1506 
Reading of Sūtra (3) 1307 
Objection ‘* There would be no repetition ° D’ 7 
‘¢The Implicatory Injunction would pertain to arcessoiies, otne: 
than the Srura 150%, 1510 
Different explanation of Stitras 6 and 7 1509 
Objections tu the Siddhanta answered (Sūtra 8) 1513 
The Implicatory Injunction, set aside from the Sruva, would cease 
to apply to other Accessories also 15} 
Adhikarana (2). [Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana] The 
number ‘seventeen’ of the samedhénizs pertains to the Modifica 
tion 1513 
Veeayavalya ‘ Saptadaca sanudhiniranubr iiyat’ 1513 
Question Does the number seventeen pertam to the original 
Primary or to 1ts Modification ? 1513 


Piirvapuksha “The Injunction of the seventeen S&mradh3nzs must 

pertain to the original Primary, in accordance with the fore- 

going Adhikarana”’ 1513 
‘*The number seventeen 18 to be treated as an optional alternative 

to the number fifteen, which occurs in the Context of the Primary 


sacrifice itself ” 1513 
Siddhinta The two numbers cannot be treated as optional alter- 

natives 1514 
The connection of the number with a sacrifice 1s based upon its 

helping in the accomplishment of the sacrificial Apiirva 1514 
The helping of the Apiirva can be indicated only by the Context 1514 
The connection of ‘fifteen therefore ıs more authoritative than 

that of ‘ seventeen ° 1514 
‘Fifteen ’is more easily and directly recognised than ‘ seventeen 

as serving the useful purpose of helping the sacrificial Apirva lol4 
‘Fifteen’ belongs to the Samidhénts as well as the Darca-piirna- 

masa, while ‘seventeen’ belongs to the Samidhénzs only 1516 


‘Seventeen’ ıs precluded from all connection with the original 
sacrifice 1515 


CONTENTS. 


. , . é * 
We et pene nee pene connected sooner 
‘ Fifteen’ is connected with the original sacrifice only .. 
‘Seventeen’ is connected with the Modifications only .. $ 
Se above AEE canna of the Siddhanta criticised `.. 
There appears to be no authority for connecting ‘seventeen ` witt 
the Modifications, with which also ıt is ‘ fifteen * that is coed 
sa Saag aay y the P with the Samidhénis them- 
selves is Lased upon thə same Implicator j i 
connects them with, ‘fifteen’ .. ‘ sg ee a 
‘Seventeen’ can be connected with only those Modifications its 
connection wherewith is distinctly indicated by the Context .. 
‘Seventeen’ can heiong only to the Pacu, the Mitravinda, and the 
Adhvarakalpa at a ez a 
‘Seventeen’ does not belong to all Modifications 
‘Fifteen’ is connected with a sacrifice through Context 
‘Seventeen ’ is not connected directly with any sacrifice 
‘Seventeen’ is connected with the Samidhénis through syntactical 
connection ae es i va 
‘Fifteen’ pertains to the Original Primary and also to those Modi 
fications with regard to whom there ıs no direct mdication of 
‘seventeen ’ $ ae g 
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Adhikarana (3). The milking vessel and such accessories pertain 


to the Original Primary sacrifice es = be 
Visayavakya. (1) ‘ For the Vatgya seventeen Samrdhenis should be 
recited ’; (2) ‘One who desires Cattle should fetch water in the 
milking vessel’ ; (3) ‘One who desires 3rahmic glory should have 
the post of Bilva wood’ ie a o 
Question: Do the Naimittika and Kémya accesorios mentioned in 
these find place in the Primary sacrifice. or m the Modifications ? 

‘ Fifteen’ and ‘seventeen’ cannot be regarded as optional alterna 

tives T : a 

‘ Fifteen’ cannot set aside ‘seventeen ES F 
The Nitya is set aside by th» Kamya Sa ee z 
The Nitya is set aside by the Naimittika ig o hss 
The Kamya sets aside the Natmittika aed zA p$ 
The Naimittika is mentioned in the Sitra, but the Bhashya ha» 
dealt with the Kamyza only; for a definite reason ; p: 
Pirvapaksha: *‘The difference between the Nitya and Kamyu 
accessories is that the former is for the sake of the sacrifice, and 
the latter is for the sake of Man” ae 
“ The Kamya cannot always set aside the Netya” be ae 
‘¢ A sacrifice bereft of its Nitya accessories would not be a sacrifice 
. atal” .. i a E aed i 
‘‘The Kamya therefore can have no place in the Primary sacrifice ` 
‘‘The Kamya must find place in the Modifications” .. ate 
‘« The sacrifice always takes up that accessory which is for its own 
sake ”’ ss bes ae sia s Sy 
«Tho Kāmya has no footing in that which is for the sake of the 
sacrifice ”’ as ee si ss dhe 
“The Kamya and the Natmittika accessories must find a place in 
the Modifications only ” ks js as 
Siddhanta: The Naimittika always sets aside the Nitya ais 
In the case in question, there is a distinct connection between the 
Natmititke and the performance Ne ra a 
An accessory laid down with reference to a particular result be- 
takes itself to that action which helps in the accomplishment of 
the sacrifice us < ia ais es 


op ae $. 


on a4 


aa 


exlu rANTRA-VARSIK 4 


The very injunction ot the Ka@mya implies the ejection of the 

Narya 1323 
Though the Ka@mya serves a purpose other than the Natya, th- 

action (in the case in question, the fetching of uate: to which hot): 

are related) is the same 1523 
The Kāmya also leads to the accomplishment of the sacrifice 1323 
The act of fetching water having been accomplished by means ot 

the Kamya (Milking Vessel), there would be no room for the 


Netya (Cup) 1523 
The non-employ ment of the Natya (Cup), therefore, would not cause 

any discrepancy in the sacrifice 1323 
Even for the sake of the saci1fice itself, there would be no compet: 

tion between the Nitya (Cup) and the Kamya (Milking Vessel) 1524 
Reasons for regarding the injunction of the Kamya as possessed ot 

authority superior to that of the Nitya 524 
The fact of the Nitya seri ing the purpose ot the sacrifice and the 

Kamya that of Man, has no bearing upon the cuse in question 13253 
The Nitya (Cup) therefore can have place only ın those performances 

of the sacrifices that are not for the purpose of acquiring Cattle 1323 
In the Modificatoi, sacrifices, the Nztya (Cup) alone can h- 

employed 1329 
The Kamya is to be employed in the Piimary sacrifice 1323 


Adhikarana (4) The Adh@na (Fire-laying) 18 not sul-adiary to the 


Pavamana I-hti 1326 
Teeayarahkya ‘lasant? Brahmano qninadadhita occurring m tli 

Context of the Paiamadna Iehti 1326 
Question Does the Fere laying belong to the Paramina Ishte in 

particular o1 to all sacrifices ’ 1326 


Pirvapaksha ‘* The Fire layimg 13 connected with the Paramana 
Ishte only —such bemg the indication of Dnect Declaration 


Syntactical Connection and Context 1529 
' Fire-laymg, without 1eference to a sacrifice, would be useless 1526 
Siddhanta Fire laying is not meant to be an indirect aid to the 

sacrifice 1327 
Fire-laying ıs a sanctihcation of the Fire 1327 
The Fire ıs not for the purpose of the Paramana I<hts only 1327 


Therefore the Laying also of the Fire cannot be for the pin po-e 


of the Paramina only 1327 
The Pavamana Iehit not having any results, 1s for the sake of the 
Fire 1327, 1531 
Adhikarana (5) Fire laying is tor all sacrifices 152% 
Question Is Fire lay ing for the sake of the Primaiy sacrifice only ,— 
or for all sacrifices ° 1328 


Pirvapaksha Fire laymg not being enjoimed ın the Context of any 
particula: sacrifice, ıt must belong to the Primary sacrifice only 15 
Siddhanta Fure layimg 18 for all sacrifices 152 
Fire-laying 19 done ın 1ts own time 142 
Fire-laying 1s not laid down as to be done at the time ot the pertor 


mance of any sacrifice 1328 
lt has no special connection with any particular sacrifice 1528 
It must be for all sacrifices—Primar\ as well as Modifications 1328 
This statement of the Siddhanta not accepted b` the Vā tıka 1329 
There ts no authority for connecting Fire laying with any sacrifice 

at all 1529 


Siddhanta Stitra (15) explained differently , Fire laying 18 not sub- 
sidiary to any sacrifice, ıt 13 for the sake of the Fire only °? 1330 1531 
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1t as through Fire that the laying is connected with a 

Without Fire-laying, there would be no Ahavaniya ie giana 1530 
of which would render all sacrifices defective a 1531 

Sūtra 1132, which goes against this conclusion, is only a state- ý 
ment for the sake of argument AN i i TT 


Adhikarana (6) The Pavamana Ishti should be performed m 
unconsecrated Fire 


Question: Is the Pavamana Ishti itself to be performed į in unconse- aes 
crated Fire, ori in the Fire consecrated by that Ishti itself ? ; 1532 
Pirvapaksha --The Darca-Piirnamasa is the Original Primary of 7 
all Ightis™ 1332 
‘+ Like its original, the Darca-Pairnamasa, the Pavamana I shir also ý 
should be performed in the Fire consecrated by the Pavamana 
offerings .. 1532 


“ The Ahavaniya Fire for the Pavamana is to be obtained from the 
Onginal Primary” .. 

«The consecration of Fire for the Pavamana by means of another 
Pavamana involves an infinite PSS which 1s T E under 
the circumstances .. 1533 

Siddhanta: The Pavamana Ishti is not performed in Fire conse- 
crated by the Pavamāna; because 1t is performed only for the 
purpose of consecrating the Fire Di a 1533 

The Pavamāna is not the accessory of the sacrifices se 1533 

The Pavamana cannot therefore be transferred from the Original 
Primary to the Subsidiary, like the Prayāja and other accessories 


of the sacrifice s 1533 
The Arambhaniya I shti stands upon a different footing 1533 
The conclusions regarding the Arami lantia are applicable to the 

Pavamana also sa 1533 
The Pavamāna only serves the purpose of accomplishing the sacri- 

ficial Fires ae 1533 
The Pavamana could not therefore stand in need of these Fires .. 1533 


The Pavamana should be performed in Fire, which has passed 
through the simple rites of ‘ Laying,’ without being ‘ consecrated ° 
by the Pavamana Ishti ka ee as oe 1534 


Adhikarana (7). The Upakarana and other details belong to the 
Agnisomiya animal only [535 

Subject mattea © Agnisomitya, Savaniya and “Anubandhya are the 

three animals sacrificed during the Agnishtoma section of the 

Jyotishtoma; Upakarana and certain other details ara prescribed 

for the Aupavasathya (previous) day, after the Agnishomiya 
animal has been brought in ; 1535 

Question Are the Upakarana and the other details meant to be 

done for all the three animals ? or for the Savaniya only ? or for 

the saunas and the Agnisomiya both ? ia for the Agnisomiya 


onl i 1535 
TET (A) [extraneous to the Sūtra]: “eg he Upakarana and . 
other details pertain to all the three animals ” 1535 
Differences regarding Sütra 18, which necessitate the propounding ; 
of the extraneous Parvapaksha 15.35 
Pirvapksha (B) [embodied in Sūtra 18]: “The details pertain to 2.0 
the Savaniya only ” 1537 
Pirvapaksha (C) [which answers Pirvapaksha (B)}: “ ‘The details f 
pertain to both the Savaniya and the Agnisomiya” .. Í 1537 
Case of the Videvana .. és 1537 


The details cannot pertain to the third, the Anubandhya, animal . 1334 


exliv TANTRA-VARTIKA 


Page 
Stddhanta The details cannot pertain to the Savaniya 1539 
The previous mention of the Savaniya is for another purpose 1540 
Bhashya explained . . . 1540 
What 1s the originative Injunction of the Savaniya ? 1540 
Accessories of the Savaniya done on the previous day . 1540 
Offerings ın connection with Savaniya done on the previous day 1541 
Bhashya justified . se 1543 
Objection based upon the text ‘vapaya pritahsavan? pracaraniv’ 1543 
Agneyya agnidhram s - . 1543 
Multiplicity of enjoined objects objectionable 1544 
Sutya è á 1545 
Morning offering . 1545 
Mahéndra Hymn Z 1545 
Abhishécaniya i 1545 
Sequence of the Savaniya to the Holding of the Açvina cup 1546 
‘‘Tyung of the Rope and Killing transferred by the same sentence ”’ 1546 
« Where several qualifications are mentioned ın connection with 
one Action, the mjunction of all these ıs possible through that 
action” 1547 
‘ Vakya-bheda’ mentioned ın Bhashya explained 1548 
‘ Kundapiyinamayansa’ : F 1549 
Vapapracara is the desired accessory meant to be enjoined with 
reference to the Savaniya at the Sutya time 1549 
VapSpracara not subservient to Holding of Acuina cup 1449 
‘ Vakyam bhidy2ia’ (in Bhashya) means that the sentence could not 
be connected with the other sentence : 1550 
s: The word ‘ pratah savané’ may be taken as an injunction of the 
tame for the Savaniya’”’ i r 1550 
The ‘covering of fat’ may be done not by fist, but by a ‘ handful 
of grass’ . ; ` 1531 
Siitra 25 recapitulates the Siddhanta view i 1551 
Through Sthana, the details ın question belong to the Agnīsomiya 
anımal x 1591 
Specially as the sanctification pertains to that anımal . 1551 
The Stddhanta, supported by ‘ Langa’ and ‘ Sthana’ 18 more author- 
ae than the Piirvapaksha which 18 supported by ‘ Prakarana’ 
only A g 1551 
Cases where the modificatory act takes up the details of the 
Primary on the strength of Context š 1552 


The text ‘Vapaya pratahsavan? carantı, purodigtna mādhyandınž 

savanë’ clearly indicates that the Purodaca-offering can sanctify 

only the jomt Deity Agnt-Soma, and not Agm alone 1552 
From thisit follows that the details pertain to the Agnisomtya (that 

which is dedicated to Agnt-Soma conjointly), and not to the 

Savaniya (which 1s dedicated to Agni only) 3 1553 
Objectton ‘‘ The purodāça offering may be meant for covering the 

hole of the Savaniya animal, as indicated by the text ‘ Sushiro va 


etarht . chedrapidhanarthopr’ A : 1553 
Answer `The Purodaga 1s not enjoined for the covering of the hole 
the sentence quoted 1s an Arthavada . . 1553 


Adhikaraņa (8). The fetching of the Branch and such other 

detatls belong to both Milkings . 1554 
Subject-matier There are two Milkengs, one m the Morning and 
another in the Evening there are certain details lad down ım 
connection with Mslking,—such as Fetching of the Tree-branch and 

so forth si ZS š 1554 
Question Do these details belong to only one Milking or to 

both ? > ee a ee . 1554 
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Purvapakesha: ‘‘The details, laid down in connection with the 
Previous Day, must belong to the Evening Milking only” 
Stddhanta: The details belong to both Milkings 
oa ones of ‘previous day’ only days down-the ‘time for the 
o ks sá i ee F x 


Adhikarana (9). The Sadana (seating) and other details belong 
to the three Savanas 

Subject-maiter : In connection with M orning, Midday ‘and Evening 
Savanas of the Jyotishtoma, at which certain vessels are used, in 
connection with which such details as seating, cleaning and so 
forth are laid down .. 

Question : Do those details belong- to those Vessels only that are 
used at the Morning Savana ? or also to those used at the other 
two Savanas ? 

Pirvapaksha . ‘‘ They belong to the vessels used at the M orning 
oc orgs only, in direct connection with which ey are pres- 

Siddhanta : The Details belong to all the thres Savanas as 

As all the three fall within a single Context ou a 


Aahikarana (10). The threefoldness of the Rope pertains to all 
Animals .. be sis 3s ès z% 
Subject-matter - The Rope tied round the sacrificial Post is declared 
to be threefold and made of beaten grass in connection with the 
Agnisomiya Animal; and the Tying of the Rope is mentioned 

in connection with Savaniya animal ig 
Question: Do the qualifications of threefoldness and being made o of 
beaten grass refer to the Agnisomiya animal only or to all the 
Animals ? ie ne a aes T 
Pūrvapaksha ‘“‘The qualifications of the Rope pertain to the 
Agnizomiya animal only; as they are mentioned in connection 


with that only ” én 
Siddhanta The qualifications belong to all the animals — ee 
These qualifications pertain to all Ropes .. ‘ 


The Rope is not a direct subsidiary of the animal 


Adhikarana (11). The Amgu and the Ad@bhya are connected 
with the Sadana = 
Subject-maiter - Amçu and Adābhya are vessels prescribed i in connec- 
tion with the Jyotishtoma,; and there are certain details pres 
cribed in connection with the vessels used at the Jyotishtoma . 

Question : Are the Amcu and the Adabhya connected with those 
detaila’ ., 

Pirvapaksha : ‘* The details in question have no connection with 
the Amcu and the Ada@bhya” .. 

Siddhanta The Amçu and the Adabhya are connected with the 
details,—these latter being prescribed for all vessels used at the 
Jyotishtoma 

The case in question is not analogous to that of the Mattravaruna.. 


Adbikarapa (12). The Cirmī and other bricks belong to the 
ama. -matter—Citrini and Vajrini are bricks mentioned apart 
from the context of any sacrifice ri 
Question: Are these bricks connected with the Fire? .. oi 
Pūrvapak:a: ‘‘ They are not connected with the Fire”’ 
Stddhanta : The said bricks are connected with the Sacrificial Fire” 
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Adhikarana (13) The Mana and the Upavaharana belong to the 
Soma only 1562 
Subject-matter ‘Sa yadı rūjanyan vā varcyam va yajayél sa yadı 
somam vibhakeayssh®t nyagrodhastebhth tamasmat bhaksam 
prayacchinna Somam’ then such details as Mana, Upavaharana, 


Keaya, Ablushava, and the like are prescribed 1562 
Questeon Do these details pertain to the Soma only ? or to its 

substitute, the Phalacamasa also ? 1562 
Purvapakea ‘‘ The details pertain to both the Soma as well as the 

Phalacamasa”’ 1562 
Siddhanta The substitution of Phalacamasa for Soma does not 

stand on the same footing as the substitution of Yava for Vrihi 1562 
The details of the Soma are related to the Apūrva of the Jyotish 

toma 1562 
Soma, not Phalacamasa, 1s the essential factor in Jyoteshioma 1563 
The substitution of Soma does not mean the entire exclusion of 

Soma from the sacrifice 1563 
The substitution of Phalacamasa for Soma is only for the single 

purpose of being eaten by the Ksattriya or the Vaicya 1563 
Soma 1s absent only from the cup of the Sacrificer 1563 
The details in question are appurtenant to the Soma only 1563 
The details to the Phalacamasa are to be employed in the same 

manner as to the Soma, such connection beimg implied 1564 


Phalacamasn can take only those details connected with the Soma 
which are just sufficient io accomplish the sacrefice—not those 


that tend to fulfil the resultant Aptrva _ 1564 
In the case of the Phalacamasa, thers 1s to be an Uha, an alteration, 
in the words of the Mantra used 1364 


Adhikarana (14) Accessory details of the Principal should be 


employed in the case of 1t3 substitutes also 1565 
Subject-matier Certam substitutes for sacrificaal materals are 
lad down eg Nwara for Vrihe 1565 


Question Are the accessory details prescribed in connection with 
the Prmeipal material to be observed in connection with the 
substitute also ° 1565 
Piirvapakea ‘* The accessories of the Principal substance can 
bear no connection with its substitute, as shown bv the foregoimg 


Adhikarana” 1565 
Siddhaénia The substitute serving exactly the same purpose as the 

Prinespal should be treated like tha Principal 1565 
When the Nivara ıs used instead of Vriht, ıt ıs regarded as being 

Vrihi itself 1566 


Siitra 39 explamed to mean that the use of the substitute 1s not 
supported by Scriptural authority, ıt 1s used solely by reason of 


1ts resemblance to the Principal 1566 
This explanation 1s not mght The use of the substitute ıs not 
entirely devoid of Semptural authority 1566 
The substitute 18 prescribed as supplying a defect in the Principal 
material 1566 
A@hikarana (15). To such substitutes alse as are prescribed, the 
acceasories of the Principal are applicable 1567 
Vesayavakya ‘‘ Yadı somam na vindeta putikamabhistnuyat”’ 1567 
Queetton Are the details prescribed in connection with the Soma 
to be apphed to 1t2 substitute, Putika’’ 1567 


Purvapakea “ According to Admkarana 13 the details cannot 
apply to the substitute, Peuttka 1567 


CONTENTS, exIvii 


Siddhanta. The Puttk@ 1s prescribed as a substance to be used Page 


only in the event of the Soma being stolen or spoilt or otherwise 
unavailable oe a oe o 
This injunction lımits the choice of a substitute for Soma 
Puttka is not an accessory of the sacrifice Ja a 
Putīkā is brought in only as the substratum of certain properties ot 
the Soma .. ie 2e S a ne TN 
The notion of ‘‘ Soma ` is not entirely absent from the Putika .. Tins 
The Putska@ can therefore, be used for fulfilling the results that are 
fulfilled by the Soma a . = 
The sacrifice is accomplished—also when part of it 1s done with 
the substitute ts she in . a 
Purposes served by the Adhikarana: Thereis no ha or mouditica 
tion in the Mantras used, due to the use of the Putika 
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Adhikarana (16). The accessories of the Dikeantya pertain to 
the Agnishtoma and ee we Poat 
subject-matter : There are certain accessory offerings as the Diksa 
nēyā and the rest prescribed in connection with the J yotishtoma, 
which consist of four Terminuses, the Agnishtoma, the Ukthyc 
the Ati atra and Shodacin ne wie Ka , 
Question: Do the Diksaniyā and other accessories appertai to the 
entire Jyotishtoma or only to its Agnishtoma Terminus ? Fe 1509 
The question objected to gi zà ee sk 1569 
The question stated in a different form: Do the accessories men- 
tioned pertain by Direct Injunction to the Jyotishtoma only, or 
to the Ukthya and other Terminuses ? a a ee 
Both parties are agreed that the accessories appertain to all 
Terminuses, the question therefore is only as to their appertain- 
ing to the Terminuses by implication only or by Direct injunction LoF! 
Pirvapathea : ** The accessories belong to the Terminuses by Direct 
Injunction ” nE e gi ne, ee 1-7 
(1} “ Because they are as nearly related to the Injunction of the 
accessories as the entire Jyotishioma itself ” ae A poyi 
2 + Because Vedic texts speak of the Terminuses being as related 
to the Context as the Jyotishtuma eg., (a) * Yadyagnishtomo 
guhotz yadyukthyak ténaiva cish?na, ete ete., which lays down the 
Disposal of Butter” ne N si i foal 
(b) “* § Agnéyamajamagnishtoma alabhéta <Arndrignamukthyé dviti 
yam, etec.,’ which indicates that all the accessories are equally 


1560 


1570 


related to all the Terminuses ` FA a Me love 
“ The exact signification of this second text discussed ` ik 1573 
“ The text quoted cannot support the Siddhanta, it supports the 

Pirvapakea only .. is = a S yah 
‘t Conclusion. All the Terminuses are equally related to the acces- 

sories’” .. eg a bg Ei a 1579 
Siddhainia : The Ukthya and the other Terminuses are only so inany 

Modifications ot Jyotishtoma, declured as leading to distinct E 

results of their own 1579 


The name ‘Samstkhā’ (Terminus) as appled to the Ukthya, ete., , 
justified .. a as sl "i i 1580 
What does each of the Terminuses really stand for? It 1s the entire 
Terminus, not the mere ‘ Holding, mentioned in the Injunction l 
*Ukthyam grhuiyai” me ea Se aed 1580 
The term ‘Samstha, «Terminus.’ signifies the ‘Terminus’ of all 
Soma-offerings, and as such applies to Soma-sacrifizes alone, and 
of these too, to the Jyotishtoma only si ws ya 1582 
Connection of the Terminuses with the Jyottshtoma discussed 1582 
Definite results can follow from accessory details = T Vs 3 


CONTENTS. exlix 


: Se eres : P 

<‘ But the Pindapřtryajña is an independent sacrifice, and ad 
mere Subsidiary (vide Adhyiya Ix) s 3 g 1598 

Objection answered : The texts laying down the Accessories in ques- 
tion are syntactically connected with the Injunction of the 
Darga-Piirnamasa .. a 


They must therefore belong to only such Grass, etc., as are men. E 
tioned in connection with the Darça-Pūrnamāsa es så 1598 
Pindaptiryajfia is not mentioned in any sentence syntactically 
connected with the Injunction of the Darga-Pirnamasa nate 1598 
The Accessories in question can have’no connection with the 
Pindoptiryajna me Malas ate bi sa 1598 
Subsidiaries of Subsidiaries considered P a ea 1599 
Conclusion: The Accessories in question can be connected with 
only those acts without which the Apiirva of the Darca-Pirna 
masa cannot be accomplished .. ee es ats 1600 
The Accessories must be connected with the Principal as well as 
the Subsidiary Sacrifices ee sa ee sg 1600 
Such texts as ‘ Praydjageshena havimshyagharayat,’ are indicative 
of the Siddhanta sa — os wie ae 1600 
Adhikarana (2). The Sanctification of the Yajamana pertains to 
the Primary Sacrifice 1601 


Subject-matter : Sanctificasory details prescribed for the Yajamana 1601 
Question : Do these details belong to the Yajam@na as Experiencer 

of the Result, and hence pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only ? or 

do they belong to him as the Performer of Sacrifice, and hence 


pertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices? .. 1601 
Purvapaksa : ‘‘ According to the preceding Adhikarana, the details 

must belong to all the Sacrifices ” y oe aig L601 
Siddhanta : The Sanctificatory Details belonging to the Yajamana 

can pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only g 5s 1601 
The Details belong to the Yajamāna as the Ezperiencer of the result 

of the Sacrifice is 1601 


If they belonged to him as the performer, then they would belong 


to the Priests also, who also are performers z% s 1602 
When the result of an action is experienced by the Yajamana the 

See nnen yon belonging to that Hxperiencer helps m that action 

only oe ee oe es oe sr 1602 
It is the result of the Primary Sacrifice that is experienced by the 

Yajamana ae E ee ae ea 1602 
‘ Samekara,’ ‘sanctificatory act,’ is that which brings about certain 

capabilities ia és sx ne sa 1602 
The Sanctification serves to make the Yajamana capable of experi- 

encing the results .. bs a we së 1602 
Use of the Adhtkarana: According to the Siddhanta, the Yajamana 

would have to shave his head only for the Jyotishioma, and not 

for its Subsidiaries .. oe a A s 1602 


Adhikarana (3). The Saumika, Vedi and other details belong to 
the Primary as well as its Subsidiaries .. a si 1603 
Subject-matter : . Measurements of the Altar for the Jyotishtoma 
laid down in the sentence ‘ Shatirmeatprakrama prici, ete., ii 160° 
Question: Do these details regarding the Altar pertain to th 
Primary Jyotishtoma only, or also to the Subsidiaries ? a 
Piirvapakea : ‘‘ According to the foregoing Adhikarana, the Altar 
belongs to the Primary Sacrifice only ” (Sūtra 7) Ba ; u 1603 
Siddhanta [stated in Sūtra 9; after Sūtra 8 which embodies the 
Pūrvapakşa of the next Adhikarana]:—The Place and Time 
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Pitje 
prescribed belong to the Primary as also to the Subsidiaries the 
Altar 1s the place for sacrifice, therefore the Altar and its details 
must pertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries ERIE 


Adhikarana (4). The Touching belongs to the Primary as well as 
to the Subsidia 1e8 an4 

Subject-matte) ‘The Touchmg enjomed ın connection with the 

Darca-Piirnamiasa, in the sentence ‘ Caturhotra paurnamasima 


bhamreét, etc ,’ : ig 
Question Does this Touching belong to the Primary sacrifice onh 

or to the Subsidiaries also °? hed 
Piirvapaksha ‘The Touching belongs to the Primary sacrifice 

only ” (Sutra 8) : 104 
Siddhania (Sttra 10) Because the Touching 1s mentioned as an 

Accessory, 1t must pertain to all Sacrifices [bO 
Siddhanta statement (acco:dıng to Bhasya) criticised Lot 
Siddhanta statement set forth by the Varicka as follows Tu 


‘Touching’ cannot belong to anything that is -ignified by the term 
Paurnama@s?’” in the sentence PO} 

* Paurnamasim’ must therefore be taken in the sense ot Paurna- 
masyam’ (Locative) 1hO6 

The sentence must mean the ‘ Touching’ of the materials used at 
the Paurnamés? Sacrifice 1D0N 

Which means, all the materials that are used at the sacrifice asa 
whole, which meludes the Subsidiaries also + Ob 


Adhikarana (5) The Initiation and the fee pertain to the 


Primary only IOT 
Subject matter Three‘ Initiations ’ and the ‘ Sacrificial Fee’ of )12— 

enjoined ın connection with the Jyotsshioma ROT 
Question Do the Initiations and the Fee pertain to the Primary 

alone or to the Subsidiaries also ? haz 


Pirvapaksa ‘Since the men engaged in the performance aro 
equally related tothe Primary aud the Subsidiaries, the Initia- 


tions and the Fee also must pertain to all” 107 
‘The Initiation is necessary for the performer of all acts ’ ETY 
“The Saerifical Fee secures the services ot Priests, who are 

required for all sacrifices ° 107 


Siddhanta The Initiations and the Fee belong to the Primary only 
as clearly asserted by Vedic texts ‘ Dikeah somasya’, ‘ Dakeunah 


somasya ' 160s 

There are texts indicating the absence of Initiations and Fees at the 
Subsidiaries ‘ yat shadho quhot så asya diksi’ 1608 
Adhikarana (6). The Inner Altar is not related to the Post loly 
Visayavakya ‘ Ardhamantarvéidi minoti’ 1610 


Question Does this sentence prescribe a part of the Inner Alter 
with reference to the Post or 1t only indicates the pomt where 


the Inner Altar meets the Outer ? lelo 
The Adhikarana justified 1610 
Pirvapaksha “Through Syntactical Connection the Inner Altar 

must be related to the Post” 1610 
‘< Subservienca to the Post does not necessarily follow from subser- 

vience to all the subsidiaries of the Jyotishioma”’ loll 
‘“ The Altay by itself does not belong to the Paçu sacrifice ” loll 


Siddhanta’ The sentence must be taken only as prescribing a certam 
point i space es loll 
The term ‘ Antarvéds' and ‘ Bahirvédy’* dicate the middle pot toll 


CONTENTS. 


The sentence does not lay down any relationship of subservienc 
between the Altar and the Post 3 : 


It only serves to specify a place 
Anomalies involved in the Piirvapaksa view ass B 
The sentence must be taken as pointing out the point ın space 

where the Inner Altar meets the Outer .. oe ats 


oe .+ ee 
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Adhikarana (7). The Havirdhana is not subsidiary to the S@m- 


dhënit sa ia si ii 
Vesayavakya ‘ Udyat sunvanti sīāmidhēnřstadanvāhuh ` sa 
Question: Does the sentence mention the Havirdhāna as subsidiar 

to the Samidhéni ? or it mentions the Havirdhäna only as the 

place for the recitation of the Samidhéni? : es 
Pirvapaksha ‘‘It mentions the Havirdhana Cart as subsidiary to 
the Sadmidhénz, the meaning being ‘the Samidhéni verses are to 
be recited as qualified by the Havirdhana’ ” es : 
Seddhania . It only poimts out the place where the Saémidhéni verses 

are to be recited iy es eo no s 
Justification of the Adhiıikaraņa, which is apparently analogous to 

the foregoing one .. ase ka a sa 
The Arguments in support of the Siddhanta of this Adhikarana are 

different from those in support of the Siddhanta of the foregoing 

Adhtkarant es ea “i ae 
The Havirdhana serves the purpose of holding the Soma 
The Samidhéni verses help in the kindling of the Fire . oe 
There can thus be no subserviency of the Havirdhina to the 

Samidhén. ss Bs i 
The rame ‘ Havirdiant cannot apply to anything except the 

holder of Soma a a4 es i 
If the Cart belonged to the Samidhénis, its name would be 

‘ SGmidhinidhana ii a za sy 


Adhikarana (8). The Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed 


through other persons ss is bg 
The main question is whether or not the names ‘ Hoir’ ‘ Hautra’ and 
the like signify particular performers and actions .. 2 
Preliminary question (dealt with in present Adhikarana): Are all 
actions at the Darca-Piirnamasa and such sacrifices to be dune 
by the Master himself? or the Primary act alone is to be done 
by him and the rest either by himself or through others ? or the 
Primary must be done by himself and the others must be done 
through others ? Bn Se ae si ae 
Pirvapaksha (A): “ All the actions should be done by the Master 
himself” .. Dé as T sù 7 
Piirvapaksha (B): ‘The Primary sacrifice must be performed by 
the Master himself, and the subsidiaries may be performed either 
by the Master or by others” .. by we zt 
“It is the Injunction of the Primary alone that contains the verb 
with the Atmanépada ending .. ee s ei 
“With regard to the Subsidiaries, when performed by others, the 
Master can be regarded as the performer, on account of his being 
the Director of the entire performance” .. “ o 
“« The Atmanépada Ending does not always denote the operations 
of the Director `’ yi sa se oe ey 
ʻ« The Atmanepada Ending does not necessarily imply the fact of 
the action being done by the person desiring the result of that 
action” .. me ni os oa T 
Siddhānta : The Subsidiaries must be performed by other persons; 
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because ot the ‘purchase,’ payment for services, which cannot 
apply to the Master (Vide 10 2 23) ‘ ; 

The Atamnepada is to be taken as resting on the Bhadvan@ connected 
with the said ‘ payment for services’ 

No incongruity in the Performer doing some acts himself and 
getting the others done by other persons 


Adhikarana (9) The number of Priests engaged at sacrifices 13 

lmıted 

Question If the Subsidiaries are be to done through other persons, 
13 this number of persons to be so employed limited or not ? 

Pirvapakea ‘‘ There can be no restriction m the number of Priests 
to be employed ”’ 

Siddhanita There should be only as many performers as there are 
actions with names connected with the names of performers 

According to 2 2 22, the name of an action serves to differentiate it 
from others 

On the same principle the names of actions should differentiate 
their performers also 

The number of Priests should therefore be the same as that of the 
names of Actions 

As the name of actions after thew performers 1s found m their 
originative Injunctions, there can be no incongruity m their 
serving to differentiate the performers 

Several appointments could not be made with regard to one and the 
same person 

Because all appointments are laid down as simultaneous 

Bhasya criticised 


Adhikarana (10). The Camasidhvaryus are distmet priests 

Subsect-matier The Camasadhvaryus mentioned in connection with 
the Jyoteshioma 

Questton Are, or are not, the Camasadhvaryus distinct from the 
Adhvaryu, the Hotr, the Brahma and other priests ? 

Puirvapaksa ‘‘ As they are called Adhvaryu, the Camasadhvaryus 
must be the same as the Adhvaryu priest, only as related to the 
Camasas, Cups” 

Siddhanta The separate name‘ Camasadhvai yu’ clearly mdicates 
their difference from the others 

Also because they are appownted also separately from the others 


Adhikarana (11). There should be a plurahty of Oamasadhvaryus 
Question Should there be only one Camasadhvaryu, or many ? 
Péirvapaksa ‘‘ There should be one” 

Stddhinta “They must be several, as the originative injunction 
contains the plural forms ‘ Camasadhvaryavah’ 


Adhikarana (12). The number of Camasadhvaryus should be Ten 
Questton What should be the number of Camasadhvaryus ? 
Pirvapaksa There being no particular number prescribed, they 

should be three only, according to 11 1 43 
Seddhanta They should be Ten, because ın connection with the 
Dagapéya sacrifice, which 31s a Modification of the J yoteshtoma, 
they are referred to aa ‘ Ten’ 
The number of Cups, Camasas, is Ten, this also indicates the 
anme number for the Camasadhvaryus 
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nena ane (13). The Gamitr is not distinct from the Pemcips! 
riests  .. 
Question : Is the amity “included : amon the P 
sicher erie tom nae g rincipal Priests tor 
Purvapakea: * he is mentioned by a di sti s 
he must Pa from the others ee name Gamitr 
Siddhanta : He is not distinct from the others ; because the name 
‘ Gamitr’ does not appear in the originative Injunction nara 


Sonik arana (14). The Upaga Priest is not distinct from the 
o ers ee 
Subject-matter : The sentence ‘ Nadhvaryuru saja et’ rohibits the 
duties of the Upaga being performed by the Akama 
Question: Are the duties of the Upaga to be performed by one of 
the Principal Priests other than the aouvery? ? or by a totally 
distinct priest ? 
Siddhanta: They should be performe l by one of the Principal 
Priests (with the exception of the Adhvaryu) ae 


we 


Adhikarana (15). The Seller of Soma is distinct from the Priests 
saree Is the Soma-seller one of the Priests, or distinct from 

em. ae 
Pirvapaksha: ‘* The Soma-vendor must be one of the Principal 
Priests, as he is mentioned along with them” 2 
Siddhanta: The Soma-vendor is a totally different person or 


Adhikarana (16). The name ‘ Rtrik’ is not applicable to all the 
persons engaged in a sacrifice .. 

Question : Are all the persons engaged in the performance of a sacri- 
fice to be called ‘ Rivike’ ? or only some of them? .. 

Pirvapaksha: *‘ The term ‘ Rivik’ literally means one who per- 
forms sacrifices at appointed times; and as such is applicable to 
all persons engaged in the performance of a sacrifice” 

Siddhanta: The Vedic declaration ‘ Saptadaca rivijah’ distinctly 
precludes the application of the name ‘ Rimk’ to aaa other 
than the Seventeen .. 

Persons other than the Seventeen ‘cannot be regarded as ‘function- 
ing towards the accomplishment of the sacrifice’  . : 

Being appointed cannot be the differentia of the * Rtvik à 

The application of the name ‘ Rivik’ is dependent, not upon its 
etymological meaning of ‘ performing sacrifices at stated times,’ 
but on certain sanctifications, such as nabponemen?: ’ * receiving 
of the sacrificial fee,’ and so forth JN 
These two conditions are fulfilled only by seventeen persons 

The real denotation of the term ‘ Rivik’ implies jour factors :— 
(1) performing of sacrifices at stated times, (2) “ capability of 
performing sacrifices,’ (3) ‘ being obtained by appointment,’ and 
(4) ‘ receiving of sacrificial fees’ 

‘Character of the Rivtk,’ ‘ Rivtkiva,’ brought about by Vedic study 


Rivikiva not created by ' Ap pomon aye sg 
Denotation of the name ‘ Ahavanitya’ ss ois 
At the Satira, all the performers are * Yajamina’ 2a 


No ‘ appointment’ of, or ‘ Fees’ to Priests at the Saitra 

The phrase ‘ Seventeen Rtviks’ refers to persons who have. been 
previonsly ascertained to possess the capacity to help in: the 
eis and who have been es by means of Appointment 
and Fees .. ‘ +e ee a 


20 
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‘ Varana’ (Appoimting) and ‘ Bhavana’ (rewarding) of Priests are 
equivalent to ‘ obtaining’ . e ; 

The declaration of ‘Seventeen Priests’ cannot be taken ag singling 
out !7 from among the rest 

The declaration serves the purpose of restricting the name ‘ Rtesk° 
to the seventecr. persone only . e e 


A ghikarsna (17). tistind and tho other Priesta ieutuoned slong 
with Initiations and Sacrificial Feee make up the ‘ Seventeen 


Priests ’ ia ee 
Question Who are the persons referred to by the phrase ‘ Seventeen 
Priests’ ? 


Pirvapalshu ‘Any person employed at the original sacrifice may 
be regarded as tucluded among the seventeen "' 

\iddh@nta The number of Priests is hmıited by the Co ordination 
of certain persons with certain sacrificial details 

this Co ordination :3 expressed .n the sentence laving down the 
order in which Sacrificial Fees are to be paid 

In this connection the Priests are only tha Brahma and other 
Principal Priests, and not the minor ones 

The Initiation also 18 laid down for the Principal Priests only 

Denotation of the title * Rtvzk’ 1s based upon ‘ the performance of 
sacrifices at stated times’ as done by the sasd Priesta 


AURIKAT ANA (18). Itis the Master who makes up the Seventeenth 
riest 

Subject-matter Only Sixteen Priests are mentioned in connection 
with the Sacrificial Fees and the Initiations, other persons men 
tioned ın connection with the sacrifice are (1) The Sadasyas 
(assembled guests), (2) the Yajamāna (Master of the Sacrifice) 
and (3) the Camasadhvaryus 7 

Question Who 1s the ‘ seventeenth’ Priest ? 

Pircapaksha ' The Sadasya renders services aimilar to those 
rendered by the other stzteen Priests, hence 1b 1s the Sadi9a that 
should ha the Sevcnteenth ` ‘ $ 

Siddhanta The Mastor 15 the Seventsenth Priest 

Phe Seddhadnta does not mean the entire exclusion ot the Sadasyu 
from the saciifice s ‘ 

Though not ‘appomte.l,’ the Master fulfils all the other conditions 
of ‘ Priest-hood ’ : 

rhe Sadasya, though ‘ appointed,’ has no special function in con- 
nection with the performance . 

The Sadasya is there only to wetnzse the sacrifice 

rhe ‘appomtment’ of the Sedasya 1s purely formal in fulfilment 
of an Inyunstion to that effect . 

Lhe assertion by the Bhashya that ‘there is no Sadasya’ is much 
too rweeping, and has no meaning 


Adhikarana (19). (A) The Fire belongs to the Original Sacrifice 
aa well as its Modifications (B) The actions named after particular 
priests are to be performed by those priests 

Subject-maticr Employmant of things governed by Name 

Question (a) is regards Sacrificial Actions, may all the actions be 
done by any of the Prieats * or is there any restriction regarding 
the actual perfor mere * 

Pfrewpakshs iB) As ata.el by Bhashya to be embodied tn 
Sūtra (39): = All thea Priests may perform all tho actions, with- 
out any restriction, as they are all appointed for the purpose of 
accomplishing the Saerifire ” 
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This statement of Piirvapaksha criticised 

The exact meaning of ‘ all actions’ : 

Meaning of ‘ sarvam purusakaryam ga sa 

Meaning of * sarvartha’ (in Sūtra 39} as applying to the * Firos` 

‘ Agnayacea svakalatvat’ (ia Sūtra 39) must be taken as the state 
ment of a Sidhanta .. a si Sa Ss 

The Adhikarana expounded as two-fold, ermbodied in Sūtra 34. of 
which the second half seta forth the Siddhānta (A) and the first 
half the Pirvapaksha (B) a a bes 

The second exposition: Question (A): Do the Sacrificial Fires belong 
to the Original Primary Sacrifice only, or to all sacrificas ? m 

ae (A): = The Fires must belong to the Original Sacrifice 
only aie va ss af hs 

S:ddhania (A}: The Fires should belong to all sacrifices : 

The ‘ sarvārtha ` mentioned in tho present connection is not the same 
as that mentioned in 3.6.15 © ie 2 

NSiddhania (A) [Put forward ın the Bhäshya as Adhikarana 20}. 
There should be a restriction regardıng the Actions to be per- 
formed by each Priest, because there are distinct names, applied 


of 


ve 


to Actions, afte: certain Priests 23 Se ps 
-~ Hautra` 18 the name of Actiones which are to be done by the 
Hotr Priest and so forth Ss 


Objection ‘`The name + Hautra’ is not applied on the basis of the 
act being dono by the particular Priest named Hotr” ne 
-~ Nor is the name ‘ Hotr’ dependent upon the doing of the acts 
called Hautra’* .. a he i a 
= The connection between the two may be based entry. upon 
verbal similarity © .. bg ais n 
Answer: No connection can be based upon mere verbal similarity : 
There is no connection between what ıs signified by the word 
‘ Gala’ with that signified by the word * Mala’ ae eee 
The connection between ‘ Rajya’ and ‘ Raja a D 
On the basis of the two names ‘ Hotr ` and ‘ Hautra ` we can assume 
a text to the effect that * Actions called Haufra form the duty of 
the Priest called Hoty ` E > T Ja 
This Adhikarana (B) series as an introduction to the next 
Adhikarana die bs T a$ ae 


Adhikarana (21). [Exception to foregoing Adhikarana]: In cer- 
tain cases the indication of the performer hy the name of the 
Action is not acceptable ee T ee os 

Question. Is the rule arrived at ın the foregoing Adhikarana 
universal ? hs ve z% : 

Piirvapaksa: ‘‘ The rule is universal” ef ey oss 

Siddhanta: The rule is not universal: In certain cases, the indica- 
tion of the general name (‘ Hautra, e.g.) may be inadmissible, in 


ca wn 


view of a specific Injunction .. | “ae ja ose 
The passage quoted in this connection by the Bhashya is not 
ertinent ee oe “a oe 


(The Vartika does not quote any other passage] 


Adhikarana (22). The {nurarana (Reciting) and the Praca 
(Directing) are to be done jointly by the Maitravaruna Priest 
Vieayavakya: ‘Tasman maitravarunah preayrty canueaha eT, 
which mentions the two actions of Reciting and Directing found 
to be named respectively ‘ Ad>varyava,” and ‘Hautra’ after the 
Adhvaryu and the Hotr Priest respectively es 


. 


Question: Does the sentence preclude the indications of the two 
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names in all cases of Reciting and Directing, or m only some 
cases ? 

Pirvapalsha ‘‘ All Reewtsnga and all Da ectenga are to be done by 
the Maitrivaruna Priest, and the Direct Declaration sets aside 
the indications of the names m all cases" 

Siddhanta The sentence quoted apples onlv to the case of the 
Reeiting of the Puronuvakya, which ıs accompamied by directive 
words 

The sentence does not apply to all Recitings and Diractings 

‘The sentence occurs m connection with the Puronuvakya only 

‘The Puronuvakya verses end with the imperative word ‘ yaya’ 

The Puronuvaly@ has a mixed character, being recetable and alzo 
contamang directions 

It could not therefore be done either by the Adhvaryu or by the 
Hotr 

The Puronuvakya-reciting 1s to be done by the Maitravaruna 

The Hotr cannot do the Puronuvakyd, as he 1 specifically men- 
tioned in connection with the Pra@ta anuviika 


Adhikarana (23). The Camasa-homa ia to be done by the 

Adhvaryu 

Question Is the Camasa homa to be performed by the Cama- 
sGdhvaryu or by the Adhvaryu ° 

Pirvapaksha ‘On account of the specific name ‘ Camasa-homa’ 
all the Actions therem involved Unnayana, Asidana and Homa 
are to be done by the Camas&idhvryn ” 

Siddhanta The Camasa-homa should be done by the Adhvaryu 

Other priests also are spoken of ın connection with the Camasis 

The Camasadhvaryus can act for the Adhvaryu, only'in cases where 
the Adhvaryu 1s unable to do the Homa 


Adhikarana (24). The Gyena and the Vajapeya are performed by 

several Priests 

Subject-matter The Cyéna sacrifice prescribed in the Audg@ira sec- 
tion and the Vajapeya prescribed m the Adhvaryava section 

Question Are all Actions connected with the Cyéna and the 
Vajapeya to be done by the UdgGtr and the Adhvaryu respect 
ively ? or are both to be done by several Priests ° 

Pirvapaksha ‘s All actions connected with the Gyéna are to be 
done by the Udg@tr, and all actions connected with the Vayapeya 
are to be done by the Adhvaryu r 4 . 

Stddhanta The Cyéna should be performed by several Priests r 

The Names of the Subsidiary are not set aside by the Primary 

Kantakavitodana 
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Adhikarana (1). The Purchase 18 to be done by the Master 

Exception to Indications by Name 

Subpect-matter The Purchasing of priestly services mentioned 
among ‘ Adhvaryava’ acts $ i 

Quesrson Is the purchase of Soma to be done by,the Master of the 
Sacrifices ? or by the Adhvaryu and the other Priests ° ‘ 

Purvapaksha ‘ Tho Purchase 18 to be done by the Adhraryu, at 
the imploration by the Y, ajamana, the Master ` , 


ntddhanta Mere < Imploration’ by the Yajamina is not counte 
nanced by Veda ee l 
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TREATING OF THE ARTHAVADA 
PENEDES EOR 
ADHIKARANA (1) 

(On the authority of the Arthavāda passages ) 


Aphorism (1): “The purpose of the Veda lying in the laying 
down of actions, those (parts of it) which do not serve that 
purpose are useless ; and in these 1s the Veda non-eternal.” 


The authority of the Veda with regard to Dharma having been estab- 
hahed all round, the Aphorisms now proceed to explain the uses of Injunc- 
tions, Arthavadas and Mantras (the three parts of the Veda), 

The foregoing Pada (dealt with in the Çlokavāriıka) has established 
the authority of the Veda in general, and the author now proceeds to deal 
with the authority of the various portions of the Veda, taken separately. 
Or, it may be, that having ascertaimed the authoritative character of the 


Paria I bas been dealt with by the author in his Qlokavariska, which has been trans- 
lated for this Series—Nos 965 et seq | 
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Veda, the author now proceeds to explain the usefulness, with regard to 
Dharma, of the whole of the Veda, consisting of Vzdhis (Injunctions), 
Arthavadas (valedictory passages), Mantras and Names, each of these being 
considered separately with reference to its own specific uses 

Now then, on this point we have the following PURVAPAKSHA! :— 

‘Having begun with the declaration that ‘the nature of Dharma 
“lies in a purpose having the Veda for its sole authouty,’ ıt has been 
“shown that the means of knowing that Dharma 1s the Injunction, 
“and the final conclusion ariived at (in the foregoing Pada) was that the 
“ objects of Injunctions were laid down for the purpose of Actions This 
“clearly shows that the said authority belongs only to the Injunctions and 
“the Prohibitions (contamed in the Veda) Consequently Dharma or 
“ Adharma cannot be pointed out by any words other than these (In- 
“ Junctions and Prohibitions) 

“It has also been explained that words serve no other purpose save 
“that of expressing that which has not been known before, Therefore ıt 
“may be that due authority belongs to the passages included m the Inanc» 
“tions and the Prohibitions, which serve to point out the Results, the 
“ Means and the Methods of the various Actions, but as regards the pas- 
“sages other than these, vz - those that fall in the category of the 
“ Ai thavada, or the Mantra or the Name,—such f1, as ‘ S‘orodit,’ ‘ Isha, 
“&c,’ and the like,—though they may be independent of all human 
“authorship, and may be duly expressive, yet they cannot have any author- 
“ity in the matter of Dharma and Adharma, for the simple reason that they 
“do not serve any purpose with regard to these , specially as when taken in 
“their direct significations, these passages do not pomt out anything (with 
“regard to Dharma or Adharma), and as such their uselessness with 
‘“ egaid to them 1s quite patent. 

“ If, by means of some indirect method of implication, the usefulness of 
“these be sought to be established, even then, there bezng no standard for 
‘definitely fixing (these significations), 1t would never be possible to get at 
“any definite conclasions with regard to Dharma and Adharma (by means 
“of such passages). It1s only that sentence which has been duly compre- 
“hended (in a definite sense) that can be twisted about to afford other 
“ meanings, by means of elliptical and other modifications , consequently the 
“sentence being only 1u the form ‘ S‘orodit’ (‘ He wi pt’), 16 may be taken to 
“ have two (contrary) implications (1) since a gieat man wept, we ought to 
“weep , and (2) since even gieat men are subject to such disorders, we ought 
“to try our best to avoid them And thus inasmuch as we are unable to decide 
“as to whéther the passage is to be taken as an Injunction or as a Probibi- 
“taon (of weeping), ıt cannot in any way help us to definitely ascertam 

I The view of the opponent. 
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“the character of weeping, —as to whethe: it 1s Dharma or Adharma On 
“ the other hand, 1t 1s quite clear that weeping 1s opposed to direct scriptural 
“injunctions (which lay down the necessity of auspicious actions, while 
“ weeping 18 distinctly inauspicious) Then, again, the passage in question 19 
“also clearly opposed to direct Sense-perception (inasmuch as 1t speaks of 
“the tears being silvei, while as a matter of everyday perception, we find 
“ the tears to be liquid and quickly evaporating) It may be urged that they 
‘‘ gerve to describe a certain state of things, but though they may be quite 
“ true in this, the description does not serve any useful purpose, and as 
“such the uselessness of such passages (with regard to Dharma) remains 
“unchanged 

“Similarly, such passages as ‘the smoke alone of the fie during 
“the day, &c, are untiue, even in their direct significations, as we shall 
“ pomt out later on 

“As for the fact of these Arthavida passages being taken in connection 
“ with other direct Injunctions, this only serves to spoil their own natural 
“forms, and for such mterpretation, too, there is no authority. Taken vy 
“themselves (te, even apart from auy Injunctions) these passage are 
“ capable of giving some sense, and so long as they do point out something 
“definitely, the mere fact of their being useless (with regard to Dharma 
“and Adharma) cannot justify ou: saddling upon them other implications, 
“ which may serve certam purposes (with regard to Dharma), but which 
“are not capable of being cognised directly (by means of the said passages ) 
“For when we come across a piece of stone, the mere fact of its bemg 
“useless cannot justify the assumption that we have seen a mass of gold. 
“It 1s a rule with all means of right notion that they point to facts that 
“ae directly amenable to themselves—be they either useful or useless , 
“and it 18 ın accordance with this that-they are held to lead to such results 
“ as the acceptance of that which 1s useful, the avoidance of that which 1s 
“ harmful, and the neglect of that which 1s useless [This diversity would 
“ not be possible if they always pomted to useful things] when acceptance 
“ would be the only result And agai, it 18s only after the means of right 
“ notion has appeared (and pointed out its object), that we can ascertain 
“its usefulness or uselessness, and certainly this ascertainment does not 
“‘coustitute the source of that means Consequently, the usefulness or the 
“ nselessness of a thing must be ascertained with reference to itself, as 
“goon as 1t comes to be cogmsed, and there is no such rule as that only 
“ useful things should be cogmsed Evenin a case where the means of 
“ knowledge (the Eye for instance) 1s absolutely at the person’s command, 
“ such aruleis not possible, how, then, can ıt be apphed to the case of such 
‘things as are only cognisable by means of the Veda, which 1s eternal, and 
“ has not been composed by an author? Nor has it been ascertained that 
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“the Veda points out only useful things , ın fact, this is what we are consi- 
“ dering now—what the Veda has got to say with regard to such and such 
‘‘athing, and having ascertamed this we shall be able to act up to its 
“direct declarations , consequently we cannot, at this stage of the enquiry, 
“raise any extraneous questions with regard to the Veda—such, for in- 
“stance, as does the Veda speak of useless things ?—If so, what is the use 
“of studying 1t and retaining 1} m memory? Because in the matter of 
“the Veda, all men are mere interpreters, and as such they are all depen- 
“dent upon 1b; and it is only after the Veda has been duly studied, that 
“there arises an occasion for examining its contents, no one can ever com- 
“mence such examination, without having previously fully studied the 
“ Veda, And when, subsequently, he does come to examine it, his previous 
“study does not help him ın arriving at any conclusions, if he has studied 
“the Veda, without comprehending its meaning, as we have shown im the 
“foregomg Pada 

“ For these reasons, the instance of the passages dealing with the Agni- 
“hotra, whose uselessness is denied on the ground of their use being dis- 
“tmetly perceptible, cannot lead to the conclusion that the passages in 
“question (drthavadas) also have their use Because for such investiga- 
“tions we can do nothing better than duly comprehend what 18 directly laid 
“down. People undergo all the trouble of assuming (through a far-fetched 
“connection with an indirect Injunction) that the passages in question 
“amply either glorification or villification!, but these do dot fall within the 
“ three factors of the Bhivand (denoted by the Injunction), and as such 
“cannot be accepted (aa in any way connected with the Injunction), 
“because what 1s not included ım the Bhävanā does not serve as the basis 
“for ether Injuncticn or Prohibition; and that which ıs not thns related 
‘to these 18 far from constitnting a desirable end of man 

“ Then, again, if such passages were assumed to signify glorification or 
“ wullafication, there would be a mutual interdependence ; mnasmuch as 16 18 
“only as consisting of such glorification or villyfication, that these passages 
“can be taken along with direct Injunctions, and this connection with 
“direct Injunctions also depends upon the implication of the latent glors- 
“fication or wilitfication, None of these two are ordmarily recognised as 
“being the real basis of another; and hence nothing definite can be ascer- 


I If by these you mean the fact of the particular action leading to demrable or 
undesirable results, or that of ıts bemg enjomed or prohibited, then, mmasmuoch as these 
are expressed by other means, they cannot be smd to constitute the use of the Arihavada 
passages There 1s no other purpose that can be served by these ım connection with In- 
janctions nor can these latter be said to be indicated by the Arthavdda passages, And 


hence they could serve some purpose if they fell withm the Bhévana , but the they 
do not do. 
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“tained (in the matter of such interdependence). For these reasons we 
“ conclude that inasmuch as these passages stand apart (from the Injunc- 
“ tions) itis far more reasonable to regard them as absolutely useless. 

“ Says the Bhashya: ‘ This is an attack upon only a part of the whole 
“ sentence. Though the Arthavada is distinct from the direct signification 
“of the Injunction, yet it is spoken of, by the Bhadshya, as being a part of 
“the (Injunctive) sentence, in accordance with the orthodox Mimäānsā tenet 
“ (that the Arihavada is to be taken along with the Injunction). This is not 
“in accord with the view of the Objector, who treats of the Arthavida as a 
“ sentence entirely distinct (from the Injunction). Or the words of the Bha- 
“ shya may be taken to mean that the attack is only upon a few of the sen- 
“ tences (of the Veda, vizs., the Arthavada passages). As for those that are 
“accompanied by direct Injunctions, there is no question (as to their useful- 
“ ness or authority); and as for those that, containing injunctive words, and 
“thereby capable of expressing direct injunctions, even without the Artha- 
“ pada passages, subsequently come to be related to these latter, and thereby 
“ become mixed up with the relation of the glorification and the glorijied,— 
“ the authenticity of such passages is questioned only so far as their connec- 
“tion with the Arthavadic signification is concerned, and not with regard 
* to their usefulness to man, based upon their injunctive character. 

“ Such passages, however, as only describe certain present events, and 
“are incapable of any injunctive signification, without the help of the 
+ Arthavada,—e.g., ‘one who uses a Sruva of the Khadira wood, offers, as 
‘it were, the very essence of the Vedas’,—have been attacked (in the Sutra), 


‘by means of a questioning of the authority of a part of them (namely, the 
< Arthavdda).” 


Aphorism (2): “Also because of the contradiction of the serip- 
tures and directly perceived facts.” 


* Whether the theft and the ‘ie exist or not, in the mind and the speech 
‘respectively, the declaration of such facts (in the Vedic sentences ‘ sténam 
‘manah, ‘anrtavidin? vik’) with reference to Dharma,' cannot have any 

authority, even with regard to their own direct denotations. If an elliptical 
construction be put upon the sentences,—they being taken to mean that 
inasmuch as the mind and speech are the principal factors in the body, the 
said conduct of these ought to be imitated by the other sense-organs,—then 

‘we have a contradiction of the scriptures. 
“ It may beurged that these sentences serve to point out the alternative 


l Because the mind can never steal, and speech can never tell æ lie, the two 
‘sentences fail even in their direct significations. Even if they be held to be expla- 
sratory of certain unseen events, then, too, serving 20 useful purpose in regard to an 
action, they can have no authority. 
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“course of conduct (to that which is laid down in such sentences as ‘never 
“commit a theft,’ ‘neve: tell a he’) inasmuch as the theft and lying are 
‘‘enjomed (by the sentences ın question), and are also prohibited (by other 
‘ sentences) But this theory is not tenable, on account of there being a 
‘difference in the processes of the said Injunction and Prolnbition, mas- 
“much as the former has got to be assumed by means of an elliptical con- 
“ struction, &c , while the latte: 18 distinctly laid down (by a direct prohibi- 
“tive Injunction) 

“ Objection! ‘But even though a Duect Injunction be weak in 1tself, 
“vet ıt becomes equal in strength to the Prohibition that owes its very 
“ existence to the former, as will be shown later ou, under the first aphorism 
“of the eighth Pada of the Tenth Adhaya.’ 

“ Reply: True, in acase where the action prohibited 1s such as can be 
“ ner formed only in obedience to a certain Injunction contained in the Veda, 
“there may be such dependence (of the Prohibition upon the Injunction) 
“ But im a case (like the one cited) where we have the Prohibition of an 
“action that 1s performed, under the goad of passion (for wealth f1), the 
“ Prohibition asserts itself independently of any Injunctions, and as such 
‘at becomes stronger im its operation, as we shall explain in the Pada 
“ above referred to,in the second aphorism, following the one quoted above 

“ Stealing and Lying are performed independently of any Vedie texts 
‘‘enjoming these actions, and as such the Piohibition of these 1s indepen- 
“dent of all Injunctions, and this prohibition cannot but set aside any 
“ Injunctions that might be assumed Fox this reason we couclude that the 
“ Arthavada passage in question 18 absolutely useless 

“We now proceed to prove the uselessness of A:ihavāda passages, as 
“ shown by their own meanings and implications 

“ Tt isa fact of common experience, that dung the day as wel! as during 
“the night, we perceive, in the fire, both smoke and flame, and we cannot 
‘ say either that ıt 1s purely smoke, or that itis only flame (while this 1s 
“ what is done by the Arthavdda passage ‘Smoke alone 1s perceived during 
“the day’) No: is 16 possible to ascertain definitely that during the day 
* the flame of the fire enters into the Sun, while during the night, the Sun 
‘‘ enters into the flame (in support of which the former Arthavdda passage 
“seems to have been brought forward), becanse the fact that has been 
“ adduced ia support of such mutual transferences of the Suu and the Fue, 
“has not yet been fully established as true 

“ Oi, again, the ‘ non-ascertainment’ (spoken of in the Bhdshya) may 


1 Though the Prohibition may refer toa particular case, yet without a gencial 
Injunction, no such Prohibition can be possible, and thas both being equally indispens- 
able, we cannot but accept both as equally reasonable alternatives , such is the sense of 
the objection 
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‘ mean that it is not possible for us to assume this passage to have been 
“said in praise of the fact of the sun shining only during the day and fire 
“ shining only at night; because this latter statement is not true. 

“Or, the ‘non-ascertainment’ may mean that it is not possible to de- 
“finitely specify that the mantra ‘ Saryo jyotih, &c.,’ is to be employed in 
“the morning, and ‘ Agninjyotth, $e.,’ in the evening. 

“ Or, lastly, it may mean that we are not able to ascertain that the 
“ whole of the Veda is an authority for Dharma. 

“ The Bhāshya has first of all cited an instance of the contradiction of 
‘¢scrip.ares (in the shape of the assertion of stealing and ly/.¢ with refe- 
“rence to mind and speech) ; and then it has cited two instances (the seeing 
“of smoke alone during the day, and the mutual transference of the Sun 
“and Fire) of the contradiction of direct perception; and again it has ad- 
“duced an instance (‘We know not whether we are Brahmanas or non- 
“ Brahmanas’) of the contradiction of scriptures. And the reason for so 
“many similar examples being cited, as also for the want of proper sequence 
“in their citing, lies in the fact of the Bhāshya having in view the sense 
“and the order of the subsequent Sutras, that embody the final position of 
“the S¢ddhdnta, and which meet each of the arguments now adduced in the 
“ Pairvapaksha. 

“ The passage ‘ We know not, &c , is meant to be taken along with the 
“Injunction of the appointing of the Arshéya priest. But inasmuch as the 
“ passage does not signify either this action (of appointing) or anything 
“related to it, it cannot be accepted as having any authority bearing upon 
“that Action. For certainly, no ignorance, doubt or misconception, with 
“ regard to Brabmanahood could be of any use in the Sacrifice. Nor can 
“we admit that as a glorification which is contradictory to direct Percep- 
“tion. Nor, again, can the passage have any authority, so long as it only 
“speaks of mere ignorance of Brahmanahood. 

“It may be asked how this declaration of ignorance contradicts a fact 
“ of direct Perception, when, as a matter of fact, among a certain namber 
“of men resembling one another, the fact of one or many of them being a 
‘Br aghmana can be ascertained only by means of scriptures. But in reality 
“ this is not a subject for scriptures; because the class Brahmana is as much 
“an object of ordinary perception as the class tree. 

Question : ‘How can the class Brāhmapa be known by ordinary 
“ men P? 

“ Answer: It is known by direct Sense-perception. 

“ Question: ‘But, then, how is it that even when the person is before 
“our eyes, if we do not know the details of his parentage, &., we are 
“unable to ascertain whether he is a Brahmana or not, until someone tells 
“us of it?’ 
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« Answer. Well, the reason for this hes m the absence of proper facul- 
“ treb in us for perceiving the Brahmanahood , exactly in the same way as we 
“ are unable to recognise a certain object as the ‘tree’ until the meaning of 
“ the word has been explained to us. 

“The followmg arguments might be urged against us ‘The cases of 
“the Brahmana and that of the Tree are not quite identical, because even 
“before the explanation of the word tree, the particular class denoted by 
“ the word has ever been recognised as differentiated from other classes, and 
“mhering im all mdividual trees,—these latter appearimg in the shape of 
“a certam object with leaves, branches, &c. , while in the case of the class 
“ Brahmana such ıs not the case (because there are no perceptible marks 
“ that could differentiate the Brahmana from other men), and, again, in 
“the case of the Brahmana, even when one has fully comprehended the 
s meaning of the word, he is unable, in the absence of other means, to as- 
“ certam the fact of a particular person being a Brahmana. For instance, 
“neither the wearing of the sacred thread, nor the study of the Veda, can 
“be the means of such ascertainment, because these two features are 
“common to all the three higher castes, as for the work of teaching 
“(which is laid down for the Brāhmanas exclusively), inasmuch as such 
“ Kshatriyas and Vaicyas as have transgressed the limitations to their daties, 
“are also found to beengaged in that work, this can serve only as a very 
“ doubtful index In fact, all these can belong to Cidras aiso,—such of 
“them as are not mindful of thew own specified duties and transgress the 
“ hmitations laid down in the scriptures Consequently none of these can 
“serve as a sure index of Biahmanahood And if one were to accept a 
“manas a Brihmana, without proper consideration, such a person would, 
“as reasonably purchase a piece of shell, thinking ıt to be silver?’ 

“ These arguments, however, do not touch our position The dissimi- 
“larity of the case of the class tree cannot affect our conclusion with 
“egard to the perception of the class Brahmana, specialty as ıt has 
“already been explained (ın the section on Akriti, in the Clokavartska) 
“ that there are different methods for the cognition of different classes, 
“ (Consequently the fact of the process of cognising the class Brahmana 
“not being exactly similar to that of the cognition of the class tree, cannot 
“in any way invalidate our perception of the former) 

“Thus, then, Just as, m accordance with the exigencies of each mdi- 
“vidual case of the cognition of a class, we admit of varous causes, m 
“ the shape of, (1) the sense of vision, (2) the remembrance of a word that 
“has 1ts denotation extending over many individuals , (8) proximity to the 
“ pieatness of a certain individual, (4) the perception of a particular form, 
“and so forth,—exactly in the same manner, we could assume the 
“remembrance of the caste of the progenitor (as the cause of the cognition 
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“ Nor, again, 18 it necessary that the misbehaviour should be with a 
«“ man of different caste, and a child produced by one of the same caste as 
“ the mother cannot be said to be of a mixed caste 

“Tt ıs also laid down ın the Smrtis that even the bastard regains the 
“ ougınal purity of the caste of his either parent, by a continuous excel- 
“lence, or otherwise, of conduct and relationships, when he reaches the 
“fifth or the seventh generation downwards (2 ¢, 1f the conduct and rela- 
“tionship of each descendant remains good, the caste of the family 
‘¢, everts to the caste that 1s the higher of the two parents, and vice versa). 
“ And in this matter, the only facto: for which we cannot have any author- 
“ity than that of the scriptures, ıs that of the specific number of genera- 
“tions beimg five or seven, the rest ıs all based upon facts of ordinary 
“ experience 

“Thus then, just as in the case of some birds, though both the male 
“and the female are exactly similar, yet we can easily distinguish the sex 
“of each by certain characteristic marks,—so, ın the same manner, we 
“ can recognise the class Bidhmana, by means of direct Sense-perception, 
“as aided by a remembrance of certain facts directly perceived (an tames 
= vone by) and handed down to us by an unbroken line of tradition. 

“ For these reasons, the assertion ‘we know not whether we are Brah- 
“manas, &c, must be admitted to be contradictory to direct perception 

“This contradiction remains just the same even with regard to such 
“people as have their Biahmanahood based upon thei own individual 
“good conduct (as in the case of Vigwamitra), though as a matter of 
“fact, there is no authority for differentiating castes by individual con- 
“duct Because certain special rules of conduct are laid down as per- 
“taining to the Brahmanas that already exist, and so if the strict following 
“of such ules were the cause of Biahmanahood, there would be a mutua- 
‘““interdependence—the rules being based upon Brahmanahood, and Brah- 
“manahood being based upon the following of the rules And further, 
‘one aud the same man would be a Biadhmana when performing a good 
“deed, and a Cidra when doing a bad one, and thus there would be no 
“fixity of the castes. Similarly when a man would be found to be per- 
‘forming an action that would give pain to a person, as well as afford him 
“relief (as 1m the case of surgical operations), the person would come to 
“be consrdeied a Çüdra and a Bidhmana at one and the same time, which 
~ wonld be an absuadity 

“The upshot of all these arguments is this Biahmanahood 1s not an 
“aggregate of Pennance, &c ; nor 3s 16 a certaim-purification brought 
“about by these, nor 1s it a caste mamfested by these, what it really is, 
“is a caste sigmified by the cognition of the caste of the parents; and as 

‘such, 1b 1s cognisable directly by Sense-perception, 
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“ Thus, then, the differentiation of the castes being accomplished in 
“ the manner shown above, such declarations as ‘ by doing such a deed for 
‘‘a month the Brahmana becomes a Cidra,’ and the like must be taken 
“ either as decrying the particular action, or as pointing to the fact of the 
“person being no longer entitled to the specific duties laid down for the 
“ three higher castes. 

‘“ And as before, the direct perception of the caste cannot be accepted 
“to have, for an optional alternative, its non-cognition, which latter can 
“ only be held to be based upon the authority of a Vedic Injunction assumed 
“ (for the sake of the particular Arthavida in question). But no such 
“ Injunction can be possible in the present case; even though it were 
“ quite possible in the former case of stealing and lying, which are actions 
“(and as such capable of forming the object of optional Injunctions) ; 
“ because the caste is a concrete object; and as such, being of one uniform 
“ character, cau never form the subject of any optional alternatives. 

“ As for the passage— who knows what exists or not in the other 
“ world’ — as we have already shown above, no Ignorance, Doubt or Deln- 
“sion can be of any use with regard to Dharma; and as such, passages 
“like this cannot but be admitted to be useless; and even intrinsically, the 
“ declaration is useless, because (it is false; as) that which is herein said 
“ to be incapable of being known, is actually known to such persons as are 
“ assured of the authoritative character of the Veda, aud are well posted 
“ up in all branches of the three Vedas. 

“ Then as regards the possibility of the passage laying down an optional 
“ alternative, this cannot be; as we have shown above, with regard to the 
“ former passage (‘we know not whether we are Brahmanas,’ etc ) 


Sutra (3). “Also because of the absence of results.” 


“ With reference to the Gargulrratra-Braihmana, it is said—‘ The face 
“ of one who knows this brightens up ;’ and again, ‘ a horse is born for him ’ 
« Now, if, at the time of knowing the particular Brahmana and Mantra the 
brightness of the face and the birth of the horse already exist, then a mere 
“mention of these cannot serve auy purpose with regard to Dharma. On 
“the other hand. if these do not exist at the time, the passages become false 
“ eyen intrinsicall; by themselves (as declaring what does not exist). If 
“ the passages be held not to refer to the present state of things, (but to lay 
“ down certain results that would follow at some future time),—then they 
t become contradicted by the fact of our never perceiving the occurrence of 
“any such results. 

“ And as all learning is meant to capacitate the agent for the pe rform- 
zt ance of sacrifices,—these, being complet iu themselves, exactly like the 
“bathing of the sacrificer at the sacred places, cannot be accepted as the 
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“Tnyuncéions of Results, as will be shown in the first Adhvkarana of the 
“third Pada of the Fourth Adhyaya 

“It may be urged that as the matter will be fully dealt with in that 
“place, the question should not have been repeated here, but then, there 
“is a difference, as what 1s proved in that Adhikarana is that the 
“ passages ın question are no Injunctions of Results, but mere Arthavaddas , 
“while what we are declaring now 1s that the Arthavada passages in 
“ qnestion are absolutely useless (and as such there 1s no repetition) 

“ Nor can these passages be taken as mere glorifications, because as a rule 
“false statements cannot be accepted as constituting (proper) glonfication 


Sutra (4) “Because of the uselessness of others.” 


“The aforesaid arguments suffice to prove the intrinsic uselessness of 
“such passages as—* By means of the Pi nāhutte one attains all that he 
‘desires,’ ‘He who performs the Pagubandha conquers all worlds,’ ‘ He who 
“performs the Agwamédha, as well as one who knows this, passes beyond 
“death, etc , etc 

“The present Séira, however, admits, for the sake of a gument, that 
“these are real Injunctions of Results, and then proceeds to point out 
‘ other discrepancies with regard to them As a matter of fact, none of the 
‘passages quoted cau be the Injunction of Results, because (1) the 
“ Pi ndhute is only a particular step towards the due consecration of the 
“Fire, (2) the Pugubandha saciifice only helps in the due performance of 
“ the Jyotishtoma, and (3) the knowledge of the Agwamedha sacrifice only 
“ seryes to prepare the sacrificer for the action But we grant for the 
“ sake of argument, that these are Injunctions of Results , even then we find 
“ that they lead us to believe othe: actions (laid down im the Veda) to be 
“useless In the case of a number of actions, which, though leading to 
“the same results, ate yet performed imdependently of one another, 16 18 
“open to us to perform anyone of them, and none of them need be 
“rejected as entuely useless The cases of the Parnadhut: and the Pagu- 
“ bandha, however, are different Because without the Parnahutz, the Agni- 
‘“hotra cannot be completed, and simulatly, without the Pagubandha, the 
“* Jyolishtoma cannot be complete, and as the specified results wull have 
“been accomplished by these smaller actions, as explain d under XI, 1. 43, 
‘f there would be no need of pei forming the other elaborate actions (of the 
“ Agnihotia and the Jyohshtma), and as such, the Injunctions of these 
"latter would become entirely useless. 

“To this effect, the Bhashya cites the instance of one going un search 
“of honey, etc The person may go on to the mountaim in search of 
“ honey, by a path other than the one whereby he could find the honey 
“ m the way itself, but he cannot go along, if he happens to pass by this 
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“latter road and finds the honey in the way without going all the way 
‘to the mountain. Thus then, in order to establish the authority and 
“ usefulness of many direct Injunctions, itis certainly advisable to accept 
“the uselessness of the Injunctions that have been assumed (on the strength 
“ of the Arthavada passages in question). 

“ Nor can these Injunctions be said to lay down new actions for those 
“who would desire better results, than those obtained by means of the 
“ former actions; because no difference between the two is mentioned 
“ And when the direct assertion of the Veda is the same in both cases, we 
“cannot assume any exceptional results to follow from any particular 
“ actions, specially when we are unable to perceive any such results. And 
“ we have already said that the declarations being found to be false, can- 
“ not be accepted as glorifications. 


Sutra (5). “Because of the negativing of that whichis not 
“capable of being negatived.” 


“In the feda we find the sentences—‘ Fire is not to be laid on the 
“ earth, ‘it is not to be laid in the sky,’ ‘itis not be laid in Heaven’; and 
“t each of these contain a negation of that which is not capable of negation. 
“ That it is to say, as for the Sky and Heaven, no laying of fire in these 
“is possible ; and as such, any negation of these is wholly irrelevant. Nor 
“can these be taken as exceptions, because (the laying in Heaven and 
“in the Sky never being possible) these could not rightly be held to be the 
“objects of exception; because the laying is always found to be done 
“on the Earth, which is neither Sky nor Heaven. 

“Tf the two sentences be said to bea mere description of the natural 
“ state of things; then they cannot be held to serve any useful purpose with 
“regard to the performance of sacrifices. And as for the first sentence— 
“c not on the Earth ’—any negativing or excepting of the laying on Earth 
‘is not possible, without setting aside the Injunction of the laying itself ; 
“and this setting aside would render a direct Injunction wholly futile. 
“Eyen if the two sentences be taken as laying down optional alternatives, 
“then, too, there would be a partial setting aside (in one case) of the 
“direct Injunction. Specially as the Veda itself lays down many alter- 
“natives with regard to the laying of fire, as done with a view to different 
“results; and as such it is not right to accept Prohibitions for the mere 
“ pointing out of optional alternatives. 

“ And then, this Prohibition, too, would be extremely weak [that is to 
“say, it cannot be said that even in the absence of any particular desires, 
“the Prohibition would serve the purpose of pointing out optional alter- 
“natives; because, in the absence of any desires, there can be no perform- 
ance of such actions as have been laid down simply for the fulfilment of 
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“certam definite ends, and as such no prohibition of these 1s necessary (or 
“ possible), and 1f the Prohibition be taken as pointing ont mere quahfi- 
“gations,—then as such, being only an assumed factor, with regard 
“to the sacrifice, 1t would be too weak to rightly point out any optional 
“ alternatives |. 

“When the prohibition 1s taken with regard to the Earth, then 
“(as no such prohibition of the Earth as the place of laying conld be 
“possible, unless there were a bkelhhood of the action of the laying 
“being performed) .t would be necessary to assume an Injunction of this 
“laying, (and then as all the places where the fire could be laid,— 
“the Earth, the Sky and Heaven,—are negatived, by the sentence under 
‘consideration, such negation would lead us to the assumption of an 
“Injunction wholly prohibiting the aforesaid laying); and this 13 what 
“ıs meant by the ‘ self-contradsction’ mentioned ın the Bhashya 

“The said prohibition would also contradict other direct Injunctions 
“such, for instance, as ‘the Fire should be laid after the golden plate 
“has been put in,’ and ‘the Fue 1s laid upon bricks’ (both of which dıs- 
“tinctly mention the Earth as the place on which the Fue ıs to be laid) 

“ Nor 1s 16 posible for the sentences to be taken as only meant to attract 
“ people, to a certain course of action, and not as a regular injunction 


Sutra (6). “Because of the mention of non-eternal (objects).” 


“In the case of such passages as—‘ Babara Pravahani desired’ and 
“the like—, from among all possible significations, the words ‘ Babara 
“ Pravahani,’ &c, cannot be taken as pointing to anything else (either 
“anything im connection with sacrifices, or a glorification) except 
“ Babara, the son of Pravahana, and (as such a person cannot be said tobe 
“ eternal) this comes to be a mention (in the Veda) of a transitory object 

“ The mention of such objects, when brought forward and urged against 
“the authority of the Veda as a whole, can be explamed in some way or 
“other (as has been doue above, in I—1—-21) Bat when we make use of 
“our discretion in the matter of anthoritativeness, and accept, on the ground 
“ of some reasonings, the absolutely authoritative character of only the Vidhi 
‘‘(Injunction) portion of the Veda,—exactly as among all verbal De- 
“clazations, the Veda alone 19 held to be absolutely authoritative—then, 
“in that case, just as we deny the authority of the other portions of the 
“ Veda, so too we could deny that of such portions of 16 as make mention 
“of transitory objects, on the ground of such mention itself, and there 
“would be nothing to prevent us from doing so 

“ Therefore, n the case of such passages, all that we can do 1s to take 
‘no notice of theu siguifications, and to assume particular results to 
“ follow from the mere repetition of these Or,1t may be more reasonable 
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“to admit of the fact of such texts being read up only for being rejected ; 
“just as we accept the Arthavdda passages as only meant to be disre- 
“ garded. 

“It may be asked—‘ Why cannot these passages be used as Mantras 
“in the Actions, in connection wherewith they happen to be read ?’ 

“ They cannot be so used, simply because they (not pointing to any 
“ actions) cannot possibly be taken along with any action. As for Man- 
“tras, they too are employed at sacrifices, not only because they happen 
“to be mentioned in the Veda, but because their words distinctly point 
“out their connection with those sacrifices, In the passage in question, 
‘however, there is no such implication. 

“Or, lastly, we may take these passages as meant to be accepted in 
“ their mere verbal forms (without any heed being paid to their signi- 
“ fications), exactly as has been done in the Pérvapaksha relating to the 
“Mantras (Vide below, Siitras 31-39). 


“The word ‘ anitya,’ in the Sūtra, refers to living beings, and not to 
“that which ts useless (as in I—ii—1).” 


In reply to the above Pirvapaksha, we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA—the Orthodox Mimansé view. 


Sutra (T). But they are taken along with the injunctive pas- 
sages: and as such could be (authoritative) as eulogising the 
particular Injunctions. 


{The Bhashya cites the passage—' Vayurvat kshépishtha dévata’—as an 
instance of Arthav@da; and on this, the Vartika starts with the question ].— 
“ It was proper for the Bhashya to put forward its own view with reference 
to the same Arthava@da passages that have been cited in the Pérvapaksha ; 
for what special reason then, does he bring forward a different passage ? ” 

In reply to this, some people assert that as the bearing of all Arthavéda 
passages is the same, it does not make any difference, whether this or that 
passage be cited in the Pérvapaksha or the Siddhania. 

But though this may be the case, yet the citing of anew example 
always implies an ulterior motive (in the mind of the author) ; and this 
motive we proceed to explain: As regards the passages cited in the Pérva- 
paksha, even their literal significations are open to doubt ; and consequently 
to begin with them would entail the additional initial effort of proving them 
to be true ; and inasmuch as this initial effort would be of no consequence, and 
as such not very desirable, the Bhashya has cited a passage, which, in its 
literal siguification, is universally recognised to be true ; whereby it becomes 
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easior to explain, that such passages are glorifications, to be taken along 
with the Injunctive passages, and as such come to help in the knowledge of 
Dharma. And to facilitate the matter still further, the author of the 
Bhashya proceeds to show the use of Arthavadas as glorifications, by means 
of a passage which 1s instantly recognised as one to be taken along with 
(and forming part of) a direct Injunction, 

But before proceeding further, we have to explain the following 
difficulty “Why is ıt thatthe natural form of the Veda 1s perverted, with 
“a view to establish a forced syntactical connection ? Or (if ıt be declared 
“that we have recourse to this im order to establish a direct relationship 
“of the Veda to human ends) how 1s 1t that the Veda 1s said to be for the 
“sake of man’s ends? It might be urged that these assumptions are made, 
‘ because such 1s found to be a fact, ın the case of ordinary human assertions 
‘But, then, the case of these latter 1s entirely different, as what they speak 
s“ of ıs cognisable by other ordinary means of cognition , and, on the strength 
“of these latter, such far-fetched assumptions are admissible, whereas in 
“the case of a Vedic passage, treating as it does of supersensuous things, 
‘even if the shghtest change be made in its original form, ıb becomes a 
“creation of the human mind (and thereby loses the very basis of 1ts 
“ authority). Even in the case of human assertions, when the subject 
“ spoken of ıs not amenable to the other means of cognition, save verbal 
“Testimony, we do not have any changes in the form of the assertion.” 

To this, some people make the following reply. It will be proved in 
the next Sutra that the whole of the Veda is meant to serve some useful 
purpose for man And certainly, if ıt did not serve some useful purpose, the 
intelligent people of old would not have made such efforts to preserve it and 
hand ıt down in an unbroken tradition Though ıt is jast possible that a 
single man may have erred in his estimate of the usefulness of the Veda, 
yet theie 1s no reason for saying so, with regard to the extremely intelligent 
enquuers that have gone before us. And for this reason, it is only mght 
that we should even break up the natural form of the Veda, in order to make 
1t serviceable to man 

This explanation, however, does not appear to be quite satisfactory , 
because, 1f such be the case, then the authoritativeness of the Veda would 
depend upon man. If we were to assume even such meanings as are not 
signified by the actual words of the Veda, and if the usefulness of the 
Veda to man were to rest on the sole authority of the efforts made to 
present it, then the authority of the Veda would become dependent upon 
our own efforts If the preserving of the Veda by another be held to be 
the cause, then, too, that other person would base his authority upon the 
efforts of another man, and so on and on, we might go backwards, refer110g 
it to the efforts of other people, and this would be like a descrip- 
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tion of colour handed down among blind men; and there would be no 
fixity for the authority of the Veda. Specially in the case of each man, 
the idea that we would have would be that ‘this man knows it thus,’ and 
not that ‘such is its meaning.’ Consequently then, though, in the case of 
particular students, we might infer the fact of their knowing the Veda to 
be useful to them, yet, as there can be no secure foundation for this notion, 
the authority of the Veda cannot rest solely upon that fact. Therefore it 
must be admitted that until the Yeda itself does not directly declare itself 
tọ be serviceable to man, it cannot be accepted as authoritative. 

But we can explain the difficulty in the following manner: As for the 
whole of the Veda, its study is directly enjoined in the sentence ‘ Svd- 
dhyayo'dhyétavyah.” (‘The Veda should be duly studied ),”—the sense of 
which ig that we should accomplish something by means of the study of the 
Veda. And as for what is to be accomplished,—though the ‘study’ itself 
presents itself as the object, yet, inasmuch as an Injunction, which has the 
power of persuading people to action cannot but have for its object some- 
thing that is of use to the man, the mere ‘study’ ceases to be accepted as 
the olyect to be accomplished, and becomes mixed up with the instrument or 
means of the said accomplishment; because this instrumental character is 
quite compatible with its nature, and is the most proximate (the sense of 
the Injunction thus being that the desirable object is to be accomplished by 
means of the study). 

What next appears to be the object to be accomplished is the getting up 
of the mere letters of the Veda, in accordance with the maxim that anything 
‘thatis capable of being accomplished is the object.’ But this, too, in itself, 
can be of no direct use to man. However, this getting up of the letters points 
to the knowledge of the words, which in its turn points to the knowledge of 
the meanings of these words, which last points to the knowledge of the meaning 
of the sentences composed of those words; and this leads to the acting (in 
accordance with the injunctions contained in these sentences}, which acting 
finally leads to the attainment of such desirable results as Heaven and the 
like. And itis only here that the object to be accomplished being duly 
ascertained, all the information required (in connection with the injunction 
“the Veda should be studied ”) becomes fully supplied. And thus in the 
case pf all Injunctions, there is no resting until we get at some purpose of 
man (to be accomplished by means of the action therein enjoined). 

But itis by no means absolutely necessary that, whenever we meet with 
an Injunction, we must assume such results as Heaven and the like (to 
follow from the action enjoined); because when we find that a certain 
action is actually capable of bringing about the accomplishment of a cer- 
tain result, we conclude this latter to be its effect. And hence, whenever 
we find an action directly capable of bringing about a certain result, even 
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after the lapse of a certain period of time and space, we cannot rightly 
assume any other result, because the soundness of the Vedic Injunction 1s 
established also by means of such results as follow after the lapse of time 
(and not only by those that follow immediately afte: the Action), and as 
such there is no Apparent Inconsistency (in the Injunction) that could lead 
us to the assumption of other results. 

In those cases, however, m which we do not find any particular desir- 
able results following, esther directly or indirectly (from the Action ),—as, 
for instance, the action of the libation reaching the Fire, and being burnt 
to ashes,—we give up the idea of the necessity of the desirable element 1n 
the result, and assume a transcendental result to follow from the action 
itself. 

Fn all cases, however, we have to bear in mind the following: In the 
case of a certain action (the threshing of the corn, for instance) that is lad 
down in the Veda, and stands in need of a result, if we find, following from 
it, a series of actions, not of the nature of a result,—and then, m the middle 
we find laid down something (in the shape of the making of the cake) that 
would help the sacrifice, or one (the offering itself) that would accomplish 
a desirable result,—we conclude these latterly enjoined actions to be 
the means of the two latter results, and the original Injunction (of the 
threshing of the corn) 1s accepted as merely helping ın these latter actions 
(and not having its efficiency reaching up to the final accomplishment of 
the agent’s desires) 

As for the othe: actions (of pounding, &e , of the corn) that are laid down 
by a subsequent Injunction, these are to be taken as helping ım the previous- 
ly enjomed action (of threshing, specially as they are its necessary con- 
comitants) ın the accomplishment of the cake (which could not be made 
unless the corn were pounded after the the eshing) ,—exactly lke the burning 
of the fuel (which 1s a necessary concomitant of the sacrifice). And these 
actions of pounding, &c , are not held to be the direct means of accomplish- 
ing exther the threshing or the cake, because they are nat found to have 
been laid down before, with any reference to the relationship of means and 
consequences That ıs to say, 1f we had any assertion, prior to the Injunc- 
tion of threshing, of the pounding of the corn beg a means of accom- 
plishing the cake, then alone could the latter be held to be the direct 
means of the making of the cake, but, as ıt 19, we find the threshing laid 
down first of all, and the pounding, &e, are only mentioned afterwards 
(merely as concomitants of that thieshang) Hence we are led to conclude 
that ıt ıs the threshing that is the real means of the accomplishment of 
the cake, and that the pounding, &c, are to be taken only as helping the 
threshing in that accomphshment 


Tn such cases, however, in which nothing that forms part of the series 
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is laid down in the middle, it is the directly enjoined action alone which is 
to be taken as the means of accomplishing the final result, through all the 
various actions that are laid down in connection with it. 

Thus, then, all the Injunctive passages that lay down the means of 
accomplishing the directly mentioned, or the assumed, ends of man are 
included—even up to the ascertaining of such causal relationships—in the 
Injunction that “ the Veda should be studied.” (That is to say, in this case 
the study is held to be for the purpose of the ascertaining of the said 
1zlationships, exactly as the threshing is held to be the means of accomplish- 
ing the cake; and the intermediate actions of getting up the words of the 
Veda help in the final result, exactly as the pounding, &c., do in the 
making of the cake). 

As for the result accruing from the ascertaining of the meaning of 
Ved’ texts, such result has been pointed out by other texts (such as: “ That 
Action alone has a strong influence which is performed with a full know- 
ledge, faith, &e.”); and as such the former Injunction of Vedic study is not 
made to extend so far (as to the pointing ont of its result). 

And as for the other Injunctions that are found in the same connection, 
they are also to be taken as serving, by means of the getting up of the 
verbal text, &c., to help towards the fulfilment of the single result, in the 
shape of the comprehension of the meanings of Vedic sentences; and they 
cannot be taken as, in any way, directly helping the performance of any 
sacrifices. Because the performance of sacrifices depends, for its procedure, 
only upon such means as bring about supersensuous results ; and as such, 
they can have no connection with the mere getting up of the Verbal text, 
which serves only a visible purpose ; and as such the action of such getting 
up is accepted only as helping towards the fulfilment of the final result (of 
comprehending the meaning of those texts). 

Thus, then, we find that the subsidiary sentences or Injunctions (of get- 
ting up the Vedic text) are similar to the principal sentence or Injunction 
(of the due comprehending of the meaning of the Veda) (inso much as both 
are equally related to the human purpose mediately, through an inter- 
vening agency), though the subsidiary Injunctions themselves are one 
degree further removed. (As for instance, the Injunction of the com- 
prehending of the meaning of the Veda gives a knowledge of the 
sacrifices, which fulfil the desirable end of man, there being, in the case, 
only one intervening agency; in the case of the subsidiary Injunctions, 
on the other hand, we find that they lay down the getting up of the 
verbal text, which brings about a cognition of the meaning of these texts, 
which point out the sacrifices that fulfil the desirable ends of man, there 
being, in this case, two intervening agencies). 

In the same manner, the passages speaking of the washing, &c. (of the 
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Vrihi), having their sole purpose mn the purification of the corn, are found 
to be very distantly related to the principal sacrifice, through the ım- 
tervening agencies of the Rice, the Flour, the Cake, and the Doyavadaina 
Offering, &c. 

Siroilarly, we may explain the connection (with the principal sacrifice) 
of such secondary passages as are not found in the same context, and as 
such help the sacrifice only indirectly, as well as those that are of direct 
use And the only peculiarity with the relationship of these 13 that the 
Principal Action 1s connected only with what these passages signify, and 
has nothing to do with the mere words, as the passages are not m the same 
context. 

The passages speaking of the ‘ laying of the fire’ and such other ac- 
tions, have their sole use ın the preparation of the sacrifimal fire, which 
forms a part of the principal sacrifice leading to certain definite resulis ; 
and as such come to have all their relationships fulfilled by means of the 
remote Result (of the Principal Sacrifice) 

In the same manner the Upamshads have their existence justified by 
their explaining the real nature of the person that performs the sacrifices 

And as for the Mantra and the Names, we shall explain their uses, in 
their respective places (at the end of this Pada and in the fourth Pada). 

Thue, then, 1t 1s established that all parts of the Veda are mcluded in 
the Bhavana (which 1s denoted by the direct Vedic Injunctions) 

It has been argued above that the Arthavadda passages not being 
included ın any of the three factors of the Bhavana, they cannot be recog- 
mised (as parts of the Vedic Injunctions). On this pomt, we offer the fol- 
lowing explanation Itis true that the drthavada 18 not so recognised apart, 
by itself, but1t 18 actually mcladed (10 the factors of the Bhavana) 

“How”? 

In the following manner In the case of the sentences which contain 
Injunctive words, there are two kinds of Bhävanā that are always compre- 
hended—one consisting of the words, and another of their significations 
Those of the latter class do not stand ın need of the Arthavāäda passages, 
but these passages are certainly included m those of the former kind 
{: e , the Verbal Bhavana) 

The Verbal Bhavana operates ın the following manner- The Injunc- 
tion of the study of the Veda serves the purpose of employmg all other In- 
junctions, as also the ‘ self’ (‘Swa’) mentioned ın the word “ swadhyaya i 
and this employing or urging is ın the form—“ should think of accomplish- 
ing” And im this the Injunctive Word 1s the nominative of the prompting, 
and the Person 18 1ts objective 

Hence when the question arises—‘ What is to be accomplished (by the 
Injunctive passage) ’ P—the answer, that presents itself 1s—‘‘ The activity 
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of the Person.’ If, however, the peculiar character of the said Injunction 
were taken to signify the action of Injunction itself—in the form, ‘should 
prompt,’—then the Person himself would become the objective (the mean- 
ing being that the Person should be prompted or urged to activity). Though, 
on account of the inanimate character of the Injunctive, such actions of 
prompting or urging are not possible, yet, as the Person himself being the 
object prompted cannot be its nominative, we conclude the power of prompt- 
ing to belong to the Injunctive, through the Intelligence of the Person 
himself. For if some such assumption were not made, then the Injunctive 
could never be called ‘the prompter.’ 

Secondly, when the question arises—‘By what is it to be accom- 
plished’?—we have for the reply—‘ By means of a knowledge of the 
Injunctions, as guided by a previous experience of certain relationships (of 
particular actions with certain definite results).’ 

And lastly, to the question—‘ How is the prompting to be accomplish- 
ed’ ?—we have the answer— Through a knowledge of the excellent charac- 
ter (of the particular Action).’ 

The explanation of all this is very simple. People with any degree 
of intelligence, when proceeding to do a certain action do not engage them- 
selves in it, until they have ascertained that it is really good and well 
worth the doing. It is in this work of attraction that the potency of the 
Injunction fails; but in this it is helped by the cognition of the ex- 
cellence of the Action enjoined (as described in the Arthavada passages). 
And as for the result of the Action, which is always in the shape of 
something desired by man, the Agent is known to be naturally attached 
to it; and as such that does not stand in need of any description of its 
excellence, by the Veda. But as for the means (of attaining the Result), 
and the method, the excellence of these has to be be pointed out, to the 
person who has not engaged himself in the Action; and this can he done 
only by means of the Arthavada passages ; and it is in this that lies the use 
of these passags. 

Now then, when the question arises—‘ By what means shall I obtain 
a knowledge of the said excellence’ ?—the answer may, in the first place, 
be presented by the mention of the particular Result, which leads to the 
conviction that inasmuch as the Action brings prosperity, it is good and 
well worth doing ; or (2) the excellence of the Action may be pointed ont 
by the fact of its being enjoined in the Veda, which is free from all 
discrepancies ; or (3) it may be recognised by means of the fact of its being 
connected with excellent Deities, Materials, and Methods. 

As for the word that expresses the Result, as it has a distinct purpose 
to serve, in the shape of the pointing out of the Result, it cannot be 
dragged to any other use (such as the indicating of the excellence of 
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Actions); and also because the desire to learn its excellence arises only 
after one has become acquainted with its Injunction, in which, too, the 
word mentioning the Result ıs always put first, and as such, this word 
cannot be accepted as supplying an answer to the above question, 1t can 
only be held to indicate such excellence, &c, indirectly , but such indirect 
indication cannot be rightly had recourse to while there ıs a possibi- 
lity of a direct expression of the same fact; and, lastly, a double function 
at one and the same time would involve a self-contradiction For these 
reasons the words mentioning the Result cannot be taken to point ont 
the said excellence 

And we shall explain under the Parnamayi-Adhktkarana, how,—when 
a certain text (f1. the text, ‘He whose Juht is made of leaves does not hear 
evil of himself’), has a totally different pu: pose (the praising of the partı- 
cular Juhi) to perform,—even 1f ıt be found to indicate a certain means to 
an end (in this case, the Juk of leaves as leading to a particular Result )— 
no authoritative significance can be attached to such indication. For these 
reasons, the word mentioning the result cannot be rightly accepted as pomt- 
ing out the excellence of the Action ; because 1f that word were so accepted, 
then no significance would be attached tothe Result mentioned, exactly 
as in the case of the text cited, where the expression, ‘ He hears not evil of 
himself,’ 1s explained not as pointing to a result, but only as praising a 
certain object. 

Fo: this reason, in the case ın question, as the words mentioning 
the Result have this distinct purpose to serve, even though they in- 
dicate the excellence of the Action, yet no significance can be attached 
to this idea of the excellence thus obtained And, as a general rule, we 
know that whatever happens to be indicated or imphed by a text, does 
not come to be recognised as the purpose or chief end of that text As for 
instance, when ıt 1s said ‘the former man 1uns,’ though this implies the exis- 
tence of the ‘ latter man,’ yet this latteris not accepted as connected with the 
action that 13 spoken of with regard to the former. In the same manner, 
though the excellence of the Action and the consequent attraction of the 
agent to 1t are indicated by the word mentionmg the Result; yet, as this 
has othe: functions of its own, 1b cannot be accepted as having anythmg to 
do with the pomting out of the excellence Because such indication could be 
accepted only on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency , but we know that 
it is only when all other means of knowledge have failed that Apparent 
Inconsistency can be had recourse to; and this failure of the other means of 
knowledge, too, can rightly justify a man to seek the aid of Apparent Incon- 
sistency, with any degree of correctness, ouly ofter he should have tried his 
very best to seek for aid from'those other means. Hence, 1f we failed to 
obtaim an idea of the excellence, either by direct teaching or by supplementar y 
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declarations, then alone could we assume a double potency or signification 
for the Injunction itself; just as when we have n> Sruva at hand, we pour 
the libations into the fire by means of the spoon. But in case this idea of 
excellence were obtainable by any other means, however remote, then it 
would be absolutely necessary to follow up this means; for until this means 
is duly found to afford the requisite notion of excellence, the needs of the 
Injunction remain unsatisfied. 

Similarly in the case of such passages as—“ Vayurvai kshépishtha- 
dévata (‘‘ Vayu is the swiftest deity” ) and the like,—we believe them to 
have been laid down with reference to the accomplishment of certain 
purposes of men, on the ground of their forming a part of the Veda, a full 
study whereof has been enjoined for men. But inasmuch as a mere 
Arthavada by itself is not capable of being directly related to the Injunce- 
tion (as not having the forces of the Injunctive affix, &e.), so long as it is 
not recognised as leading to the accomplishment of the purposes of man, it 
can only be taken in the literal meaning afforded by the words (composing 
the passage), which consists merely in a description of a certain state of 
things as they exist; and as thus far it is not found to serve any useful 
purpose, it remains deficient on an important point. 

That, however, which is implied by such description—namely, the 
excellence of the sacrifice offered to Vayu indicated by the fact that, the 
effect being similar to the cause, the sacrifice offered to a swift Deity al- 
ways accomplishes its result quickly,—is clearly needed by the Injunction 
found in close proximity to it; and as such the passage in question comes 
to be recognised as helping in the accomplishment of the man’s purpose ; 
and hence it is accepted as forming an integral part of the Veda, whose 
study has been laid down as necessary. | 

And this mutual dependence of the Artharada and the comprehension 
of excellence is based upon their mutual requirements ; exactly as in the case 
of two charioteers, if the horse of one dies, while the other’s chariot itself is 
burnt, the horse of this latter is yoked to the former chariot and the 
needs of both become supplied 

Thus, then, when such close relationship between the two is possible, 
though the Injunctive and the Arthaviida passages actually stand in need 
of the Declaration of Excellence and Injunction respectively, yet inasmuch 
as this Declaration of Excellence and Injunction are expressed by the 
Arthavida and the Injunctive passages respectively, we cannot reasonably 
assert that Excellence 1s expressed by the Injunctive, and the Injunction 
by the Arthavada passage. And as the words of the dArthavdda passage 
cannot do anything else except the declaring of Excellence, we conclude, 
from the very fact of both the Arthardda and the Injunctive passages 
Appearing in the Veda, that they express two distinct things (riz, Ex- 


24 TANTRA-VARTIKEA ADH I-—PADA II—ADHI I. 


cellence and Injunction, respectively) (te, the fact of both appearing in 
the text of the Veda leads ns to some such conclusion as that ‘1t is only 
the performance of such an Action as ıs enjoined by the Injunctive 
passages, and rendered attractive or pointed out as excellent by the 
Arthavida passages, that can accomplish the desired results to the fullest 
extent’). 

In the same manner, we can explain the deprecatory (Arthavida) 
passages also, as serving the purpose of creating an aversion (ın the mind 
of the agent), which is a factor necessary for all Prolubitions, because, 
unless the knowing person comes to have an aversion to a certain course of 
action, he does not desist from ıt, and this aversion is brought about 
by the cognition of the non-excellent, or evil character of the action; and 
imasmuch as this idea of the evil character cannot be duly brought about 
by the negative expressions in the Prohibitive passages themselves, which 
serve to lay down the mere negation, along with its result and procedure,— 
and not either the excellence or non-excellence of the action,—a clue of 
knowledge of its non-excellence cannot be obtained by any other means save 
by the deprecatory Arthavadu passages, which, too, have no other purpose 
to serve 

Thus ıt ıs that the Arthavdda comes to be taken along with (1e, as 
forming a part of) the Injunction, specially as if 1s always found that 1t 1s 
only the continuations of the Injunctive and Prohibitive passages, res- 
pectively, that become the means of ascertaining the praise or the depre- 
cation of the action concerned 

Nor 1s the character of Praise or of Deprecation altogether exclusive , 
because we often find a praise expressed ın the form of a deprecation, and 
vce vers, as will also be declared later on that—‘‘a deprecatory passage 
is added not with a view to deprecate that which 1s evil, but to indirectly 
praise that which is good and has been laid down as to be performed” As, 
for example, ın connection with the Tratyambaka Cake we read (in the 10th 
Adhyaya) “If one performs the Abhighé@rana, he throws his cattle mto 
Rudra’s mouth, while if one does not perform it, he does not throw them 
into His mouth”, and in this case, though it 18 the non-performance of 
the Abhighdzane that is praised, yet ıt has not been accepted as the right 
course of action , whereas, though its performance is deprecated, yet ıt has 
to be accepted as the proper course laid down as to be perfoi med, on the 
ground of its being subsequently directly enjoimed 

In a case where it ıs not quite clear whether Praise or Deprecation 
1s really meant, a definite conclusion can be arrived at on this point by, 
referring to the context, as, for instance, we shall find later on the sentence 

—‘* We know not whether the Asuras are praised or censured, ’-——which 1s 
said on the occasion of the declaration (:eferred to in the 9th Adhyaya)— 
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“ JE one sings the Rk, the Asuras come along, &e” This doubtful whether 
this 1s to be taken as praising the action, in that ıt subjugates even the 
Asuras to the will of the sacrificer , or it 1s a deprecation of the action, in 
that 16 attracts such undesirable companionsas the Asuras, and on this 
point, masmuch as towards the end it 13 the singing of the Sama that is 
enjoined, we conclude the pissage to be a deprecation of the singing of the 
Rk verses 

In the case of all Arthavdda passages there are certain words that 
express either praise or deprecation , and ıt ıs as taken along with these 
words that othe: passages (such as ‘He wept’ and the like, which do 
not express eithe: the one or the other) come, mdirectly, to mdicate such 
praise or deprecation, Even ın a case where we have no such words, we 
can admit of Indication, or, even of Indicative-Indication, on the giound of 
the (otherwise) Apparent Inconsistency (Thatis to say, in the case of the 
sentence ‘the water is calm,’ we have no word expressive of either Praise 
or Deprecation, yet we find, close to it, the sentence ‘ He draws the fire 
either by means of the Vétasa branch, or by the Vaka@’, and on the gionnd 
of its proximity to this latter Injunction, we take the former passage to 
Indirectly mndicate the praise of the Vélasa and the Vah@, which aie lad 
down in the latter passage Here we have pure Indication, while if we 
take the passage to be a praise of the drawing of fire, then it will be a erse 
of Indicative-Indication) Specially as Injunctions and Prohibitions are 
always accompanied by Praise and Deprecation, respectively whenever 
we find the one, we can always infer the other, and thereby complete the 
full sentence. 

The above explanations apply also to the passages occuiring in the 
Mahabharata, and Purdnas, &c , as with regard to these, we have the expresg 
injunction— One should recite these before persons of the font castes,” — 
which shows that they are the means of accomplishing certain desiable 
ends, and when we proceed to seek for this desirable end, we do not accept 
the mere recitation of the words as bringing about any result, and find that 
the true result hes ın a full comprehension of the canses of Dharma, Atha, 
Kama and Mohsha, as also of their contraries, Adharma, Anm tha, Duhkha 
and Sansa@ra,—for the purpose of acquuing those of the former set, and 
avoiding those of the latter 

And ın certain portions of these works,—as in the chapters on ‘ Dana * 
‘Rajyadharma’ and ‘ Mokshadharma’ of the Cant-Parva of the Mahabharata 
—we meet even with direct Injunctions, while in others there are Artha- 
vadas—in the two forms of ‘ Parakrta’ (those that describe certain actions 
as having been done by other good men) and ‘ Purakalpa’ (those describmg 
certain actions as having been done by good men in bygone rges) 

As for the other portions, those containing descriptions of events and 
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stories,—if we accept these in their literal sense, then, with reference td 
these at least, the Injunction of reciting them would become useless (as 
no purpose could be served by these mere descriptions); hence we take 
these to imdirectly imply the praise or deprecation (of certam courses of 
action) And as these descriptions have been inserted with the sole purpose 
of such pi arse or deprecation, they need not be necessarily taken as absolutely 
coriect with regard to facts 

Guided as they were by their study of the Veda, Valmiki, Vyasa, and 
others composed their works on the same Imes as the Veda (and hence it 
is that we find in the works of these men, as ın the Veda, many apparently 
useless stories, &c), and as those for whom these works were intended 
were persons of varying degrees of intelligence and diveise tastes, ıt was 
only prope: for them to insert every kind of matter in their works (so 
that they might be of use to all men). Hence ıt is that in certain 
parts we find pure Injunctions, while in others the Injunctions are mixed 
up with Arthavadas, and among these latter, too, some have only bref 
Arihavidas, while others have extensive ones, the sole motive for this 
diverse procedure lying in the making of the work attractive to all men 

Some of these Injunctions (in the Mahabharata, §c ), are based dir ectly 
upou the Veda, while others are based upon considerations of ordinary 
pleasure and pain, as experienced in the world. Similarly, among the 
Arihavadas, too, some are those that appear ın the Veda, some are based 
upon ordinary experience, while there are some that are purely ma- 
ginary, like ordinary poetry. But all of these have an authoritative- 
ness based upon the fact of their prassing (the enjomed Actions) 

As for those portions of the Puranas, however, which are not capable 
of being taken along with any Injunction, some of them are such as give 
pleasure in the mere listening to them,—such are the descriptions of the 
Gandhamadana, && , and some, as for instance, the descriptions of wars, 
&c, serve to encourage the biave as well as the coward, and thereby 
serve a distinctly useful purpose for the Kingsof men. In those cases, how- 
ever, where none of these ıs possible,—such, for instance, as the hymus to 
deities, which we do not find capable of bringing about any perceptible 
reaults,-we assume an unseen result 


(Here ends the explanation of the main Siddhanta. ) 


Says the Bhashya- Though such passages as ‘ Vayurvan kshēpmshthä 
dévatz’ and the like, are not related directly to any actions, yet inasmuch us 
they can be taken along with an Injunction, they are accepted us authori- 
tative 

Some people expla this passage in the following manner. “ From 
“the assertion of the Bhishya—Why should thee be a prarse ? Because 
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“without praise, how could people be attractel tu, and perform. such ar- 
‘tions’ ?—it seems that the Arthavada serves to bring about the perfor- 
‘mance of an action by means of praises, or the avoiding of other 
“actions by means of deprecations; and as it is these very facts—per- 
“formance and avoidance—that are expressed by the Injunctions, we 
“conclude that both (Arthavdda and Injunction) serve the same purpose. 
“ And inasmuch as those that have the same purpose to fulfil cannot be taken 
“ together,—hence in the case of such Injunctive affixes as are without any 
“ Arthavadas, or such Arthavadas as are without Injunctive affizes,—we can 
“ take them with reference to their own particular subjects exclusively ; 
“and thereby accept them as Persuading or Dissuading from particular 
“ courses of actions. In those cases, however, where we have a mixture 
“of both, as only one of them would suffice for the fulfilment of their common 
‘‘ purpose, it becomes necessary to reject one ; and under the circumstances, 
‘Cit is always necessary to show preference to that which is more exten- 
“give; and hence, in accordance with the maxim—that ‘one should 
‘ renounce a single person for the sake of the whole family’—we come 
“to reject the Injunctive affix (in favour of the much more extensive 
« Arthavada) ; and not being of any use with regard to its main purpose, 
“the only purpose that the Injunctive affix can serve is to amplify that 
“ Injunction (of actions) which is indicated by the Persuasion contiined 
“in the Arthavāda that has the sole purpose of aiding it (by such per- 
“í snasion). 

“And as an instance of such amplification by the Injunctive affix, 
“we have the passage— satrddudavasdya prshthacamaniyéna yajérun’— 
“where the Injunctive affix in ‘yajéran’ has been explained as onl: 
“amplifying the performance pointed out by the past participle affv in 
“c [davasdya.’ 

“Thus, then, in the passage in question—‘Vayavyam Crétamadlathes . 
“ bhatikamah, Vayurvat ksh@pishtha dévata’—when the Injunctive affix ha. 
“been set aside, all that is meant by it is the seizing and killing of the Gré/c 
“ consecrated to Vaya ; and itis this seizing that is. spoken of (m the Bha- 
“ shya) as ‘ Vidhyuddega’ (the subject of the Injunction). And as «n action 
“can be praised only after its connection with a desirable resuit Las been 
“ established, it is the sentence ending with the clause ‘bhiitikémal’ that is 
‘‘ taken as referred to by the word ‘Vidhyuddega.’ 

“ We interpret the Bhdshya in the above manner, as meaning the set- 
“ ting aside of the Injunctive affix, because if the Bhashya had meant that the 
“ persuasion is accomplished by means of the Injunctive affix, then it should 
‘“ not have put in the word ‘ Uddéga’ (but should have simply said ‘Vidhéya’). 

“ In reality, however, it is not possible for the Arthavada to be taken 
“along with the Injunctive affix, as pointed ont in the Sūtra; and it is this 
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“impossibility that 15 spoken of in the Bhāshya— The sentence cannot be 
“eonstiued as that one desuous of prosperity should serze? 

“The assertion of the Bhishya—because prosperity follows fiom wt— 
“ nomts out the relationship of the praise and the praised, that has been accept- 
“ed (in reference to the passage m question ) 1n preference to that of the 
s“ Injunctive and the Hnjomed, which has been rejected. Thus alone can the 
“fact of the brmging about of prosperity be construed with the passage 
“(that 1s to say, when the fact of the seizing bringing about prosperity has 
‘been laid down, the question naturally arises—how is it that rt brings 
«abont prosperity P—and in answer to this we have the following Arthaviada, 
“which serves to point out the reason for the said potency) 

“Phe Bhashya says—these two facts are entirely different, and the facts 
‘referred to are the two relationships (of the Prarse and the Pravsed, and 
‘that of the Injunctive and the Hngowmed), (and the sense of the Bhashya 
ag that 1f we admitted both these 1elationships ın the passage 1u question: 
“as they are entuely different from one another, we would have a syntactical 
“split consequently we must reject the relation of the Ingunctive and the 
“ Bajouned, and admit only that of the Prase and the Pr arsed) 

“Says the Bhāskhya—If we œe asked, for what purpose we have the 
“ Prase — .., and the sense of the question ıs that when yon have set 
“aside the Injunctive affix (the action cannot be enjoined, and) what 
“ would be the use of praismg that which 1s not enjomed ? Or, the ques- 
“ tioner may have in his mind the argument that, inasmuch as the persuasion 
“ that you hold to be the purpose of the Praise can be accomplished by 
“ means of the Injunctive affix itself, there is no need for the Praise. 

“And the Teacher (2 ¢, the author of the Bhdshya),—bearing m mind 
“ the fact, that even when the Injunctive affix has been set aside, our pur- 
“ poses are served by the Arthavéda alone, and that when both are posstble 
“ preference is to be given to the Arthavdda,—says> How else, could it be 
“athactiwe ? 

“The questioner, however, puts forward his position more clearly 
“ t When the purpose of pointing out the perfo:mability of the Action has 
“been already served by the Injunctive affix, there could be no need for tlre 
“ Praise. 

“The Bhashya replhes- Not so, because ın all cases where there 1s a 
“long (involved) sentence, the smalle: sentences composing ıt have no 
“authority or significance of their own (that 1s to say, the meaning of the 
“ latter caunot have any preference over, or stop the functioning of, the 
“longer sentence), exactly as when a higher number (twenty, fı) 18 
: spoken of, no importance 1s attached to the lower numbers (eight, ten 
f éwelve, §c) Itis only when the smaller sentences aie uttered by them- 

‘selves that they have any authority or significance , because, ın that 
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“ case, they do not stand ın need of anything else, as, for instance, the 
“small sentence—‘ The cloth exists’ But the mere fact of this small 
“sentence serving all necessary purposes when it is used by itself cannot 
“justify the conclusion that ‘in all cases (even where this sentence 1s used 
“as the part of a longer sentence) all that 1s wanted will be accomplished by 
“ thıs small sentence alone’ For a sentence is accepted to be complete only 
“ when it 18 not accompanied by sueh expressions as ¿41e significant (of a sense 
“more extensive than that afforded by itself), and when there happens 
“ to be such an expression, people who think over ıt intelligently find that 
“ thereis something wanting in it over and above the said expression But 
“when this something is not perceived, the feeling of want (or defi- 
“ ciency) ceases (and we conclude that there is nothing more really want- 
“ing) Hence ıb 18 only where this something more is actually perceived 
“that we constiue the additional expression along with the former sentence, 
“while when it 1s not perceived, even though the expression may be 
“ there all the same, we do not take it along with the original sentence, 
“and it ıs only ın such cases that the smaller sentence can have any 
“significance apart from the longer one,—and not im the former case, 
‘ where ıt can have no significance of 1ts own. 

“Tt ıs with ali this m view that the Bhashya says, When there are no 
“ paledictory expressions, the necessary persuasion rs accomplished by the In- 
“ounctwe affix self, but when there rs a valedictory sentence 1t rs by means 
“ of that that the persuasion 1s fulfilled 

** Objection ` ‘What you say 1s quite right, as regards such cases in 
‘s which the purposes of the longer sentence and the shorter are different , 
“ as for instance, 1n the case of The cloth (exists) and ıs red. In the case 
“in question however, the purpose of the two sentences (the Injunction 
‘Sand the Praise) being the same, isit right that the longer sentence should 
‘be used to set aside the shorte: one? This is what is meant by the 
“ Bhashya passage—That longer sentence which subverts the injunctive potency 
“of the shorter sentence may well be got rid of, the persuasion being accom- 
“ plished by the Injunctive expression itself? 

“To this the Bhāshya 1ephes- It ıs true that the persuasion will be 
“ accomplished by the Injunctive expression, even without the valedictory sen- 
“tence, but as a matter of fact this latter does emst, etc The sense of this 
“ag that the above objection should have been addressed to the author of 
“ the Veda (1f there were such a one)—namely, that, when ıt was possible 
“ for him to express the persuasion by the shorter Injunctive sentence, why 
«should he have had recourse to the longer Valedictory one. But as there 
“ag no such author, any such objection would be entirely out of 
“ place 

“In any case, the objection cannot have much force; for the using of a 


30 TANTRA-VARTIKA ADH I—PADA I1f—ADBI I 


“longer sentence for expressing that which could have been equally well ex- 
“ pressed by a shorter one, would, at the worst, be only like going to a village 
“by a circaitous route (literally by the way :ound the pastures around the 
“ village}, and ıt could not be said to fail in its object, which would be 
“attained all the same, though with greater effort and fatigue It 13 often 
“that we meet with such 1oundabout methods of expression, as, for in- 
“stance, though the single letter Lha would be enough to signify Space, 
“we often make use of longer words, such as ‘ Ak@ga’ and the like, and 
“certainly, we are not taken to task for dog so In the same manner, 10 
“the case in question, though the persuasion could be accomplished by 
“means of the Injunctive affix alone, yet the Veda has made use of the 
“ Valedictory sentence for the purpose 

“There 1s yet another explanation that may be given: exactly as even 
“though there are many means of performing a saciifice, yet ıb ıs only 
“ when ıt 18 done in the way pointed out by the Mantra, that 1t brings about 
“the best results,—so, in the same manner, though the Injunctive persua- 
“awn could be got at by other means (such as the Injunctive affix, & ), 
“ yet ıb ıs only when it 1s expressed through the agency of the Valedictory 
“ passage, that the Action ın question can lead to the best results 

“ Another objection ıs raised in the Bhashya, ‘Even though the vale- 
tt dictory expressions exist, yet as the preceding sentence vs in the form of an In- 
“ Junction, thie Ingunctwe form cannot be disregarded ’ 

“ The sense of this objection ıs this ‘What you say 1s all right, as re- 
“ gards cages where the roundabout method is adopted before the shorter one 
‘1s known; but in the case in question, such 1s not the case, as the shorter 
“and simpler method, that of the Injunctive affix, whichis also the more 
“ efficient, 18 already used before the other 1s introduced , hence exactly as 
“in the instance you have cited, when one has used the word ‘ Kha,’ he does 
‘fnot, at that very time, make use of the longer word ‘ Akdca,’ so also in 
“ the present case, when the necessary persuasion has been accomplished by 
“ means of the Injunctive affix, there ıs no need of having recourse to the 
“valedictory expressions It may be urged that in that cage, these vale- 
“ dictory expressions would become absolutely useless But what of that? 
“t Let them be useless, ’ 

“ The reply to this ıs that we have already proved above the useful- 
“ ness of these valedictory expressions, as a matter of fact, they can never 
‘be absolutely useless, as we have already shown that when the purpose 
“ of persuasion is capable of being served by both (the Injung¢tive affix and 
“ the valedictory words), inasmuch as the latter is perceptibly capable of 
“ being construed wath the former, we accept its utility (on that score) in 
“ preference to that of the former. 

“The Bhashya puts forward another objection . ‘ The persuasive Ing unc- 
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“ tion may be comprehended by means of the Injunctive sentence independently 
“ of the valedictory words.’ 

“An opponent objects to this objection being raised over again, it 
“ being already included in the former objection. But there is a difference 
“between the two: the former was brought forward with a view to the 
“ total rejection of the valedictory words; whereas the sense of this second 
“objection is this: ‘Though the compound sentence, as a whole, may be 
“taken as signifying Praise, yet it cannot be denied that the first part of 
“it signifies a distinct Injunction ; and if the expressive potency of the In- 
“junctive be once set aside, there being no means of reviving it, it would 
“ come to be absolutely incapable of any significance.’ 

“ And to this objection we make the following reply: Jtis true that 
“the first sentence has an injunctive potency: but this potency can very 
“ well be discarded ; specially as the fact of its being discarded in one place 
“eannot deprive it qf its expressiveness in all cases; and conversely, the 
“ fact of its having manifested itself in one place does not necessitate its 
“ manifestation in every other place. As a matter of fact, in the case in 
“ question, when the valedictory expressions signify something entirely 
“ different, then the potency of the previous Injunctive is fully operative ; 
“whereas when the former expression manifests a potency of its own, 
“ which sets aside that of the latter, this latter entirely disappears, lest 
“there be a syntactical split. It is this probable syntactical split, already 
“noticed before, that is again pointed out by means of the present ques- 
“tion and answer (in the Bhashya). Hence we conclude that, inasmuch 
“the purpose served by both (the Injunctive and the Valedictory expres- 
“ sions) is exactly the same, the necessary persuasion should be taken as 
“ fulfilled by means of the Praise expressed by the latter. 

“Says the Bhashya: Stiutigabdah stuvantah kriyam prarocayamand 
 anushthairnamupakarishyanti kriyāäyāh (i.e. the valedictory expressions in. 
“ praising the Act, tend to make it attractive, and thereby help the actions 
“of the agents). 

“In regard to this, a grammatical difficulty is raised: The word 
“ anushthair should have had the Dative affix (in accordance with Panimi’s 
“ Sutra I—iv—33), as it denotes the persons for whom the actions are made 
“attractive. Ft cannot be rightly urged that the said Sira meutions the 
“ particular root ruci, while in the sentence in question.we have an entirely 
“ different root roci. Because, whether the root be ruci or ragi, the sense of 
“ attractweness remains the same, and that is the only conditign laid down, 
“ in the Sätra (for the application of the Dative). Nor can it be argued 
“that the Genitive affix is due to the fact of the relationship expressed 
“being general, and not any special relation (such as-that of the Dative). 
“Because this cannot be rightly asserted, when we actually have a 
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“ particular relation (that of being attractive) distinctly mentioned Con- 
“sequently we must construe prarocayamand with kiwyadyah, and as for the 
“ persons to whom these Actions are made attractive, the context naturally 
“ points to the performers. Or, Anushtatrnām may be taken with upakar shy- 
“ ante (the meaning being that they help the per formers), the word kiryāyāh, 
“an this case, being taken as the Ablative—the meaning being that the 
“ valedictory expressions serve to make the action attiactive, much more 
“strongly than 1s done by the Injunctive expression (the word Ariya being 
“taken in the sense of Injunction) Or lastly, the word krryāyāh in the 
“Genitive may be taken to mean for the sake of the Action 

“ In the sentence kancidurtham stuvant, &e (in the Bhashya) the word 
“ ‘stuvante,’ 18 to be taken as a present participle (Plural, Neuter) , and the 
“ meaning 1s that while ewlogising a certain object,—triz the object meant to 
“be laid down, or something related to 1t—they lay down the Action on 
“something else related to it, and this laying down 18 by means of the 
‘Praise, hence the authoritative character of the Arthavida passages can 
“be established, only by discarding the Inyunctive affixes ” 


The above interpretation of the Bhdshya ıs not accepted (by the 
orthodox Mimdisaka, and that for the following reasons) When the 
Injunctive affix is discarded, there 1s nothing to express the Injunction of 
the action, and as such there would be nothing that would be in need 
of the Praise For there ıs, ın this case, no desire, on our part, to leain 
the method of the Verbal Bhavana 

Though 161s possible to assume a desire to learn the why and wherefore 
of the Bhavana, yet this, too, could only be with reference to the method of 
the Injunction, because the Praise 13 ouly meant to help the Injunction ,— 
the only difference of this why of the Verbal Bhavana from the method of 
the Injunction lymg ın the fact of its being expressed ın different words 
Then, again, even this want 1s possible for the person only after he has been 
enjoined or prompted to do an Act, and not when the Action 19 merely 
mentioned (by name). For certainly, when the mere action, the seizing of the 
Cvéta consecrated to Vayu, 13 mentioned, so long as ıt ıs not asserted 
whether this seizzong should be done or not, there 19 no desire to know 
whether the Action 13 praiseworthy or otherwise And when the idea of 
such praiseworthiness 1s not desired, the Arthaviida passages themselves 
literally only describing certain facts, would not imply any such ex- 
cellence, &c i 

And as for the denotation of the verbal root itself, there ıs no chance of 
any person havmg any relations with 16, or having any desires with regaid 


AUTHORITY OF THE ARTHAVADA PASSAGES 33 


to ıt, because all these desires, &c, belong to the Bh@van@ And as this 
Bhavana will have been set aside by the discarding of the Injunctive affix, 
what would be there that could be ın want of anything ? 

Hence when all the three factors will have been set aside (along with 
the Injunctive word), we could have no ideas, either of Prosperity as the 
result, or the Sacrifice as the means, or anything else as the method 
Under these circumstances, even if the excellence of the Action should 
happen to be expressed by the Arthavdda,—unless this declaration of 
excellence be capable of being taken as an answer to the query as to 
why the Action should be performed,—the mere recognition of the fact 
of a certain Action being good,—unless this fact 1s recognised as a reason 
for 1ts performability,—could not give us any idea of the performability 
of the Action Even if, somehow or other, a notion of pe:formahility 
(Kartavyat&) were got at, the meaning got at would be ‘pragastah kar- 
tavyah’ (re, the Action should be made prarseworthy) , exactly as we have 
the expression ‘ Patah kartavyah’ (the Cloth should be made) 

And so long as a direct Injunction of the Action is not assumed, all 
such notions would be absolutely useless And certainly to reject a direct 
Injunctive expression, and then to assume such Injunction induectly, 
through the Arthavada, would be a very objectionable method to follow 
Then, too, inasmuch as the necessary Injunction is alieady duectly ex- 
pressed by the Injunctive expression, there can be no reasonable ground 
for making any indirect assumptions of ıt The Injunction could be 
indirectly got at by means of the Arthavida, only if ıt had not been ex- 
pressed by other more direct means, and as, in the present instance, 16 13 
clearly pomted out by the direct Injunctive expression, there 1s no such 
inconsistency (to avoid which we should assume an Injunction by induect 
means) 

So, too, 1f the Arthavdda, by itself, did not serve a distinctly useful 
purpose in the persuasion,—as 1m the case of mere descriptions of events,— 
then 1t could be discarded But we have already shown above that 
it does serve a useful purpose in the persuasion, and as such ıt ıs not 
discarded, and hence 1f the necessary persuasion could be accomplished 
by other means, then there would have been no need of the Arthavada 
But, as a matter of fact, the persuasion, finding no other means of its 
accomplishment, seeks the help of the Arthavada itself 

And im all matters relating to the Veda, the assumption of woids 
ig based upon the sole ground of the apparent inconsistency of certain 
well-recognised facts, and from this assumption of words follows the neces- 
sary accomplishment of the objects Hence the persuasion could only lead 
to the assumption of the Injunctive word, and not to that of actual Injnne- 
tion, But on the occasion of such assumption of the Injunctive word, the 
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direct appearance of such a word, m the shape of ‘ dlabhéta (should serze) 
would bar the way to the inference ot any other expressions , exactly as ın 
the case of the passages dealing with the ‘Aindra’ and the ‘ Vayvya,’ as 
soon as the mjunctive sentence—‘ Soména yayéia’ (should sacrifice with the 
Soma)—presents itself, no other saciifice 1s assumed 

Then, again, itis only when two sentences express the same meaning 
that there can be either a rejection of the one by the other, or they 
may be taken as optional alternatives But ın the case of the Injunctive 
word and the Arthava@da, we find an abselute difference between their 
meanings, the forme: dealing with that which 1s to be helped (by the 
praise), and the latter with that which helps (7 ¢, the Praise) , and as such 
we cannot but take them jointly, construing thei together into a single 
complex sentence 

If there were a setting aside of the Injunctive affix, then there would 
be no trace left of the fact of the action being for one’s own sake or for 
that of others,—a fact that ıs pointed out by the number, &, of the 
nominative agent (which in the present case ıs expressible only by means 
of the Injunctive affix). 

It may be argued that what we set aside is only the factor of znzunction, 
and not the ideas of the number, &c (denoted by the Affix) Bat this ıs 
not possible, because if the affix be retained for the purpose of denoting 
the number, &c , 16 could never fail to denote the Injunction also And what 
has been once denoted and duly cognised can be rejected only in two ways: 
(1)-either on account of its being not in contact with the Injunction,—as 
in the case of the ‘oneness’ of the vessel (Vide III-1-12 et seg,)—, or (2) 
on account of its being a mere explanatory description—as ın the case of 
the Homa done for the sake of one who wants the sense-organs The 
Injunction, however, cannot itself be said to be not-Injunction (hence the 
first condition is not applicable to the present case), nor can it be taken 
to be a mete explanatory description , because till the Injunctive expression 
is uttered, that which ıt enjoms has not been enjoimed or pointed out by 
any other means As the fact that ıs pointed out by the passage in 
question, is not in the form that— the seizing of the Cuéta dedicated to 
Vayu, which should be done, ıs good or praiseworthy,’—but in that—‘ ıb 
should be done, because 1b 18 good or praiseworthy ’ 

In the example of the Udavasaniya that has been cited above, the 
participial affix ‘ktvā, while indicating the mere Action, independently 
of any notions of Injunction or Prohibition, has clearly ported out 
(literally, attained the position of) the Injunction, and as such it cannot 
serve as a proper example For if it did not point to the Injunctior, then 
the denotation of the verb itself would fall into the place of the objsct to 
be accomplished ; and as such ıt would become absolutely useless. 
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Thus we find that the Arthavāda can be said to be taken along with 
the Injunction, without in any way subverting the Sutra. 

Hence has the Bhāshya declared: The real indicator of the Injunction 
extends up to the expression ‘desiring prosperity’ (in the sentence ' vayavyam 
evétamalabhéta bhitikGmah’), which shows that the Injunction itself is 
included in it; for if the Bhdshya did not mean the Injunction to be so 
included, it would have declared ‘the meaning of the verbal root only to be 
the indicator of the Injunction; but the mere fact of the meaning of the 
verbal root embodying an action is not enough to justify us in holding it to 
be the indicator of Injunction. Consequently, we conclude that it is the 
Injunctive Affix alone, which, as signifying the Injunction, is held to be 
the indicator of Injunction. As it is not possible for the Arthavada to be 
taken along with that which is pointed out by the Injunction (which is a 
particular Action), the Bhishya has added the word “ Uddéga” to the Sutra 
(the expression ‘ Vidhyuddéga’ meaning the indicator of Injunction, which, 
being iu the form of the Injunctive affix, can be taken along with the Artha- 
vida). The addition of the clause extending up to the word ‘desiring 
prosperity’ is made with the purpose of affording an occasion for the Praise, 
after the Action has been comprehended as bringing about a particular 
desirable result. 

Objection: “ Under the circumstances, in a case where the verbis in 
the present tense (f.i. ‘ Dadhnā juhoti’ ), there being no desire to seek 
after any other thing, the Artharada passage could not be taken along 
with it.” 

Reply: Though it is so, yet no other means of cognition being 
applicable, the Arthavdda comes to be connected with the Injunction, 
which is assumed [to be pointed out, either (1) by the instructions of method 
(contained in the Bia&hmana passage in connection with the sentence 
“ Dadhna juhoti,” or (2) by the fifth verbal mood (Let), or (3) by the 
Apparent Inconsistency of the Present Tense, which remains inexplicable 
without the assumption of the said Injunction]. 

Even in a case where we assume an Injunction, on the sole strength of 
the, Arthavada passage, our only refuge lies in the Apparent Inconsistency 
(or Inexplicability of the Praise contained in the Arthavdda). And s0 
long as we have these resources at our command, itis not right to have 
recourse to the uselessly elaborate processes (detailed above, by the 
Opponent). 

It has been urged above that if this interpretation be accepted, there 
would be a syntactical split on account of the sentence being made to ex- 
press two distinct relationships. But we have sailed clear of this objection 
by putting the sense of the passage in this form: One should seize the 
Créta, on account of such seizing being good or praiseworthy. This does not 


3b TANTRA VARTIKA ADH I—PADA II—ADHI 1 


give rise to any syntactical split, becanse that which 1s enjoined stands in 
need of Praise (for the sake of persuasion) , and as such, there bemg no 
necessity for having recourse to any breaking up of the sentences, the two 
factors (vz the Injunction and the Praise) can very well be taken to- 
gether Then, again, 1f the delineation of such distinct relationships were to 
be marked down as causing a syntactical split, then the pointing out of 
such factors as the Means, the Result, and the Method (as 1s done by all 
Injunctive passages) would also have to be rejected as giving rise to such 
a split 

It ıs ın connection with these facts that we should take the Bha- 
shya passage This relationship rs not what ıs meant to be expressed That 
15 to say, the forme: half of the passage by itself ıs not meant to be 
taken as expressing the Injunction with allits accessories , because in that - 
case, the Injunction having been duly accomplished by the forme: half, ıt 
is only indirectly, through this Injunction, that the Persuasion, meant by 
the latter half, could be accomplished , and this process being much too 
complicated, a syntactical split would be inevitable 

The question (in the Bhashya)—‘tWhat ıs the use of the Praise ?»—is 
put with a view to the fact of the necessary persuasion having been accom- 
plished by means of the former (Injunctive passage 

And the reply that ıs given—-How else could there be a persuaston ?— 
is based upon the fact of the Injunction being helped (an its potency) 
by the Persuasion expressed in the snbsequent A» thavada 

The sentence in the Bhashya beginning with nanu pragam explains 
what has gone before 

The passage na he, &c, means that ıt 1s only when these 1s no direct 
Piaise that the Injunctive passage can be assumed to have the double 
signification (of the Injunction as well as the Praise) , and this assamption 
18 not allowable when the Praise can be expressed by another sentence In 
that ease, if the Arthavadda be neglected, the Injunction of the action to 
be performed by one desirous of prosperity would remain incomplete 

The clanse yatha patah has already been explained above 

The passage--Vidhigabdéna tad prarocana—serves to point out the 
manifold purposes served by the Injunction and the Praise 

The meaning of the objection—“nanvéramagn, &c ”—is that, “ when the 
Injunction itself 1s capable of persuading, why should it require an 
Arthavdda passage to do this ? ” 

The reply to this 1s given by the sentence—satyam, &c That 18 
to say 16 18 only when there is no valedictory sentence,—and not when 
there 1s such a direct sentence,—that the purpose of the Praise can be 
held to be served by the Injunctive sentence itself Tis purpose 18 
nove other than Praising, and ıt cannot be said to be served exclusively 
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by the Arthavdda alone , because the object praised being pointed out by 
the Injunctive sentence, and no praise being possible without the object 
that 1s praised, the Injunctive sentence must also be accepted as serving 
the purpose of Praising But ıt ıs only when there is no Arthavada 
passage that we have recourse to the highly complicated process of attribut- 
ing the signification of both (Injunction and Praise) to the Injunctive 
sentence exclusively 

The sentence—‘ nanu satsvapr, &e ,’ 1s to be explained as before. 

Then we have the sentence-—a‘o’smadmdhéh, &e , and the meaning 
of this 1s that we comprehend the Praise not from the Injunctive sentence 
1tself, but from such sources as the Genitive case-ending, the supplemen- 
tary sentences (ın the shape of the Arthavada), and the lıke 

Ther there 1s another objection—“ nanu mrapëēkshādapı,” &e , and the 
sense of this objection 1s this “ When in certain cases, even in the absence 
of any mention of the method of the particular Action enjoined, the Injunc- 
tion 1s accepted to have the capability of urging men to that action, where- 
fore should ıt stand in need of anything else (that may be sought to be 
expressed by the Arthav@da)? And hence, as a matter of fact, even when 
such Arthavada passages actually exist, ıt ıs best to disregard or reject 
them ” 

The Author of the Bhashya replies to this objection in a jocular style 
This may be the case where we have the Injunctive expression appearing 
alone, by itself, independently of all else , because in that case, there would 
be no contradiction But this ıs not possible im the case in question, be- 
cause in this case, the Injunction 1s expressed by certain words that stand 
in need of other factors (as Praise and the hke) Any single sentence can 
be accepted as laying down or expressing only one relationship of a certain 
thing, hence 1f we make the Injunction indicate the two factors (of In- 
junction and Praise), then there would be an inevitable syntactical split 

The sentence—esha ht guno, &c —shows the persuasive force of the 
Arthavada, as eulogising the factors pointed out by the Injunctive sentence 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Arthavdda passages have a 
distinct purpose to serve, as helping the Injunctions, by being taken along 
with these latter 


Sutra (8) The connection of long-established tradition also is 
equal. 


With a view to justify the word ‘ca,’ the Bhashya has introduced the 
Sutra with the objection “The Arthavddas may be accepted as entirely 
useless ” 

And the reply is that this cannot be , because the aforesaid reasonings 
have shown that they serve a distinctly useful purpose. 
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Or, the passage supplying the 1eply may be interpreted as—This canno; 
be (tanna), because of the usefulness having been shown ın this (aforesaid) 
manner (evamarthdvagamat), and also because the connection of ti adition, &c, 
&c ,—the Stra being thus construed along with the reply to the assumed 
objection 

There are certain rules and regulations ( Dhar mas) laid down with regard 
tothe study of the Veda, and these have the sole purpose of keeping up the 
traditional system, because the regulations are distinctly laid down in 
the Smriis, as calculated to preserve such a system, and, secondly, 
because the said regulations can have nothing to do with such other 
human ends, as the attaming of Heaven, and the like, nor have we any 
authority for postulating a different purpose for these regulations, and 
for rejecting the fact of the proper accomplishment of the traditional course 
of study, which ın itself 1s admitted to be distinctly useful, and 1s most 
closely connected with the said regulations In connection with the tradi- 
tional system of study, the strict observance of these regulations serves 
the distinctly useful and much-needed purpose of removing obstacles fiom 
the way of such studies , and we admit the fact of these regulations serving 
the purpose of removing the obstacles, on the ground of these having been 
laid down with this avowed purpose, specially as any other use that may be 
assumed could not, in any way, help ın the process of study For if the 
attainment of Heaven be assumed to be the purpose served by the said 
regulations, then these would come to be the means of accomplishing a 
direct purpose of the agent (and would have nothing to do with the proper 
completion of Vedic study) 

It may be assumed that it ıs only when the Veda ıs studied in 
accordance with the said regulations that the sacrifices can biing about 
their proper results (and as such the Regulations serve the purpose of help- 
ing in the proper accomplishment of the results of sacrifices) But, in 
that case, the Regulations would have only an indirect use, helping some- 
thing (the sacrifice) very remote from itself For these reasons, we cannot 
but conclude these Regulations to serve the extremely useful purpose of 
helping a manin the proper accomplishment of his study of the Vedic 
texts (by the removal of obstacles) 

Then, again, we do not want the obstacles to be removed from the way of 
a thing that is absolutely useless Because obstacles to such useless things 
are always desirable , so as there may be no useless tiouble in accomplishing 
that which does not serve any useful purpose (but, on the othe: hand, 
hinders 16 ) 

Thus we find that masmuch as the Arthavada passages are treated, by 
students, with as much respect and attention as the Injunctive passages 
which ale apparently useful, we must accept the former also to be equally 
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useful. And as the said Regulations are based upon the Veda {and these 
are observed equally with regard to the Injunctive and the Arthavdda 
passages), this equal regard must be regarded as authorised by the Veda 
itself. And this regard could not be possible, unless the Arthavfida passages 
actually served a useful purpose; and thus, we arrive at the general fact of 
the Arthavida being distinctly useful. And then, in accordance with the 
reasoning embodied in Sätra I—iv—30, finding these passages to be capable 
of signifying Praise, we come to the conclusion that they serve the useful 
purpose of praising (that which has been enjoined in the Injunctive pas- 
sages). 

It i3 with a view to all this that we read in the Bhashya: The remem- 
brance is quite strong. 

Or, this passage may be taken as pointing to the fact that the useful- 
ness of the Arthavāda passage can be inferred from the fact of all men 
keeping up a firm hold (or remembrance) of the text of the whole Veda, 
which could not have been possible unless all men had been fully con- 
vinced of the usefulness of the whole of it (the Injunctions, the 4d7thavadas, 
the Mantras, &e., all included). The fact, too, of people having this frm 
conviction of its usefulness is implied by certain sentences; and as sach 
it cannot be said to be (based upon mere Inferential assumption, and as 
such) wanting in true authoritativeness If it were not so, and people 
considered certain portions of the Veda to be useless, they would neglect 
such portions, and study only certain portions of it—either the Injunctive 
passages alone, or the Artheavadas alone. And in that case, there could not 
be a fi: m remembrance of the portions thus neglected. But, as a matter of fact, 
we find that people have a firm remembrance (of the Artharāla pussages, 
as much as that of the Injunctive passages) ; and hence we cannot reject 
these as useless interpolations. And from this too, we cannot but admit 
them to be distinctly useful, 

The Sūira may also be interpreted in another manner: The Vedic 
text —“The Veda should be studied ”—of which the sole purpose is the 
establishing of a long tradition (of study), and which has been chiefly 
instrumental in bringing about the eternal tradition of Vedic study,—refers 
equally to the Arthavdda and the Injunctive passages; inasmuch as both 
of these equally constitute the Veda; and hence, in accordance with the 
arguments propounded above, there being no chance for their usefulness 
apart from the accomplishment of certain purposes of man, the Arthavade 
passages must be accepted as capable of expressing Praise, and thereby 
serving the useful purpose of praising (an Action which has been laid 
down as bringing about a ceitain desirable result, and thereby persuading 
the man to its performance). 
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Sutra (9) The aforesaid objections are not applicable; be. 
cause there would be a contradiction only if these pointed out an 
action; but as it ıs they do not point to an action, and hence there 
is no incongruity 

With this Sztra begins the refutation of the objections urged (in the 
Pū vapaksha Sutras) against the authority of the Arthavadda passages 

The objections that have been urged above—viz the contradiction of 
the Scriptures and facts of ordinary perception, §c.—-against the assumption 
of Injunctions in connection with Arthavddas,—we do not find to be 
applicable to our theory 

Or the Siétra—when ‘ apraptim’ 1s read as ‘apraiptam’—may mean 
that we do not find the above explanation of Praise to be open to the said 
objections. 

And the reason given is that if the sentences (A7thavadas)—that 
speak of the ‘weeping,’ ‘ cutting out of the fat,’ ‘misconception of the 
quarters,’ ‘theft,’ ‘untruthfulness,’ &e—-weie taken as laymg down 
certain Actions to be performed, then alone could there be a contradiction 
(of Scriptures or of ordinary facts of perception). But, as a matter of fact, 
we do not take these sentences in then literal sense , nor do we supply into 
them words fiom without, in order to make them signify a direct Injunc- 
tion, all that we hold them to signify ıs Praise only, and certainly, there 
can be no contradiction in this, and hence there can be no incongiuity in 
our theory. 

Or, the expression (Gan the Sutra)—Cabdarthustu—may be taken to 
mean that the Arthavdda passage seives the purpose of helping the Injunctie 
words, and as such, not being connected with the performance of any 
action that may be mentioned in itself, ıt does not come to be put into 
practice , and as such 1t cannot be incongruous 

There are three different readings of the Sutra (1) Ap? aptancanu- 
papattin,—in this case the words ‘we find’ have got to be supplied, the 
meaning being—vwe find the sard objection to be not applicable, §c (2) Ap äp- 
tancanuppatiem,—in this case we have to supply the words ‘our explana- 
tion’, the meaning being—ow explanation is not open to the sud objection 
(3) Apr Gpta canupapatiih,—the meaning ın this case bemng—The objection 
as found to be inapplicable to our theory,—the words ‘found ın our theory’ 
being supplied from without 


Sutra (10). It is indirect description 
(This Sätra meets the objections urged in Sita (1) J 
A question 1s now raised “The Arthava@da may be taken along with 
the Injunction, when both of them refer to the same subject, but how can 
they be said to be so related, when thei subjects are totally different” ? 
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The reply to this 1s that there can be an indirect relationship between 
the two As foi mstance, when a certain object connected with a certain 
Action is praised, that praise indirectly applies to the other relatives of the 
same Action also, or, when a certain object has got to be praised, we 
praise the source from which it proceeds. And as both in the Veda and 
in ordinary parlance, the praise of one object ıs found to be applicable to 
another object related to it, this mdirect method of praising a thing 18 
often resorted to And as such, the fact of the subject-matter of the 
Arthavida and the Injunction being different cannot in any way affect our 
aforesaid conclusions. - 

The signification of such Praises will be exemplified and explained later 
on,—eg., when the water 1s praised as calm, it is indirectly taken to signify 
the fact that anything connected with, or proceeding from water, being a 
Source of calmness or peace, would remove the troubles of the sacrificer 

The present Sitra by itself directly meets the cases of the three 
Arthavadas (1) ‘He wept, and from his tears silver was pioduced ’, 
(2) ‘ Prajapati cut out his own fat’ and ‘The gods having ascertained ıt to 
be a sacrifice to the gods knew not the quarters’ And the following Siatras 
too will be taken as bringing forward arguments in support of the 
conclusions arrived at under this Sdéira 

As for the means of ascertaining the fact of the Arthavadas under ques- 
tion having secondary or mdurect significations, only a few of them will be 
explained now, the rest will be explained in detail under Sütra [—1v—23 

In the case of the Arihavada—‘ He wept, &c ”—each factor of the Artha- 
vada 1s to be taken along with each factor of the Injunction, because of their 
mutual requirements. That 1s to say, the word ‘He’ (‘sah’) refers to the 
subject spoken of, because this word always denotes the subject treated of 

Or, the expression ‘tatpratyayat’ (in the Bhdshya) may be taken as 
pointing out the fact of the pronoun ‘ tat’ bemg well-known to refer to the 
subject in hand, and hence whenever the word “Sah” is used, ıt mme- 
diately points to its base ‘Tat,’ and thence to the subject spoken of 
Hence the construction of the aforesaid Arthavada passage should be thus ex- 
plained ‘That which followed as his tears 1s the ‘ Silver’” And all this 
is said in support of the subsequent deprecation and prohibition (of the 
giving of suver), and hence after the Prohibito.y Passage (that silver 
should not be given), 1b 18 only natural that we should have the Deprecatory 
Passage under question. 

The Bhdshya cites the said deprecatory passage: ‘One who gives 
silver at the Va ht-sacrifice, falls into some trouble (that makes tears flow 
in his family) before the year closes.’ The reason why this trouble befalls 
the giver of silver is next explained The effect always being similar to the 
Cause, 1f oae makes a gift of silver, which ıs a product of weeping, 1t 18 
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only natural that it should bring about an effect similar to itself, in the 
shape of some tear-producing (heartrending) calamity , and from all this 
it follows that silver should not be given. 

And thus we find that the Arthav@da— He wept, &c”’—serves, a 
distinctly useful purpose, being, throngh the said Deprecation, supplement- 
ary to the Prohibition of the giving of silver 

This Indireet Assertion too 1s based upon words,—the fact of weeping 
(Rodanu) having been inferred fiom the mere verbal sound of the word 
‘ Rudia ? And the silver comes to be deprecated on account of the mete 
assumption that 2f drops of tears, could be solidified, ın as much as they are 
white, they would be like sitve: (and as such this metal being similar to 
tears, should not be given), o1, silver may have been spoken as produced 
by weeping, on account of the fact of an expenditure of wealth (of which 
silver always forms the piincipal portion) bringing tears to the eyes 
of persons related to the spendthiift. 

And thus we find that in some way or other a due comprehension 
of the Deprecation invariably helps us in getting at the real Prohibrtion ; 
and as such ıb does not matter, if the A» thavdda ıs unable to pot out the 
Prohibition duectly 

The same process of constiuction 13 also applied to the passage speak- 
ing of Prajapati having cut out ns fat This passage is taken as praising 
a good action, thus ‘A good action is performed even at such personal 
discomfort as the cutting out of one’s own fat,—what then can be said with 
regard to the spending of one’s external possessions over a good action’ ? 
For instance, even ın ordinary parlance, we find people eulogising the ex- 
tiemely charitable, as that ‘he gives a way even his very eye-balls’ 

It ıs true that the passage ın itself desciibes a certain event, but no 
Vedic passage has any authority in 1ts mere descriptive form, there 1s always 
an element of truth in the Piase that is signifed by ıt, and hence the 
passage having been recognised as true, ın reference to this Praise, which 
is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose, 16 does not stand ın need of 
having its signification tiansferred to a mere description, whieh, even 1f 
true, could be of no use (in regard to Dharma) 

OQ: again, the A)thavadas may be taken as parts of the Verbal Bhärană 
(of an Injunction), and even then, their sole use would hein the giving rise, 
in the mind, to the idea of engaging in a certain action (‘may I do this’), 
and in this, the literal signification of the passages (as consisting of mere 
descriptions) could have no use (the aforesaid idea beng accomplished by the 
mere recognition of the excellence of the Action, independently of any 
descriptions of persons or things) (And ım such cases as ‘ He wept, and from 
his tears silver was produced,’ the lite:al meaning 1s apparently contrary to 
all seuse-perception, and as such totally madmuissible) But ın the case of 
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such passages as pomt to the fact of Heaven being attained by means of the 
performance of a certain saciifice, ıt is a well established fact, that there 
18 no contradiction (of any facts of erdimary perception) 

Nor can ıt be urged that there can be no proper Praise or Deprecation 
indicated by such descriptions as are apparently false Because the implied 
Praise or Deprecation is always distinctly comprehended (even when the 
description 1s false) Asa matter of fact, ıt ıs only mm the case of real des- 
criptions of facts that we find people saying—“ What 1s the use of inferring 
from ıt a Praise or a Deprecation, the Description itself is quite true, 
aud admissible?” It ıs in the case of the false descriptions—where 
that which is generally known to be bad ıs described as good, or vce versé, 
—that people reason thus ‘“(1) Inasmuch as this sentence describes as 
good that which is generally known as bad, ıt 18 clear that ıt persuades 
me to have recourse to it , and (2) inasmuch as ıt describes as bad that 
which ıs generally believed to be good, it distinctly dissuades me from 
14”, and having reasoned thus, they engage in the eulogised course of 
Action, which he finds himself unable to abandou 

Then again, ıt ıs admitted on all hands that the Veda is absolutely 
authoritative , and ıt ıs also a well-recognised fact that the knowledge of 
the excellence or non-excellence of an Action known to the man 1s of help 
in his (te, 18 utahsed by him in) engaging an it or avoiding ıt; and in 
the case oi the Arthavada passages, we find that such knowledge is 
brought about by the Veda itself, and hence we are led to the conclusion 
that we must regulate our actions accordingly 

Even ım the ordinary world, we find that there are certain actions, 
which, though binging about othe: results, are held by trustworthy per- 
sons to impart to the performe: an excellent Memory (or Intelligence) ; 
and when seeking to persuade a person to do that act, they pomt ont to him 
the Action as leading to many othe: desirable results, such as wealth, good 
~-luck, &c , even though this may not be quite trae And having performed 
the Action, as urged by such desciiptions, the man actually obtains the real 
result (Excellence of Memory) Though the person prompted knows full 
well that all the results that are described to him do not 1eally follow 
from the Actaon, and are described to him in accordance with his own incli- 
nations, yet being convinced of the impossibility of trustworthy persons 
prompting him to absolutely useless (or ha: mful) Actions, he concludes that 
though all the resūtts described may not follow, yet something desirable 13 
sure to follow from the Aetion, and accordingly he engages himself ia 
it 

In the same manner, m the case of the Veda, though the real result 
may have been spoken of in the Injunctive passage itself, yet the Artha- 
vada, even though desciibing only imagimary results, may serve the pu- 
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pose of making the enjoined Action more attractive to the Agent, and 
as such ıt does not matter whether the results described ın ıt are false or 
real, specially as its sole use lies in the persuading of the Agent to do the 
Action (enjoimed), which 1s accomplished equally well (even when the 
Results described are only false) And even though the results described 
in the Arthavdda are recognised to be false, yet the learned people do not 
abandon the Action praised by 16, because they are fully cognisant of the fact 
that the result that will surely follow is the one mentioned in the Injunc- 
tive passage (and this ıs quite desirable by itself) 

For these reasons we conclude that the fact of the description being false 
does not in any way affect the question For instance, when a man mis- 
taking a piece of shell for silver, picks ıt up, and if ın picking up the shell, 
he comes across a piece of real silver, he 1s not said to have been wholly 
deceived (as to the silver) And as in this case, we have the shell as the 
real substratum of the notion of silver, so some such real substratuni of 
tiuth can always be found (in the case of the false descriptions contained 
in the Arthavdda), through the similarity of Verbal sounds 

That ıs to say, ın the case of the Ar thav@da—“ Prajdpatr cut out hrs own 
fat and offered ıt unto the Fire, and there appeared the aja (unborn one or goat), by 
making use of which people obian cattle, —the word ‘ Prajapat.’ may be taken 
as denoting the Elements, as these support (‘ panti’) the creation or laving beings 
(‘prajah’), * Vapa’ (‘fat’) =the mnermost essence of these Elements—as 
Rain and the like, and this was offered into the ‘Mire’ which=(1) the 
fire of Lightning (into which Rain was offered), (2) the fire in the body (in- 
to which Air was offered, as the Air moves within the body, exactly as the 
offering does in the fire), and (3) the ordinary fire (anto which 1ts rays are 
offered, as ıt ıs into the fire that the rays become extinguished), thence 
came ‘the unborn,’ by which are meant the seeds, &c, which are generally 
believed to be eternally continuous , and having got there, men obtain cattle , 
because all animals are only different modifications of the various grains 
And this interpretation will supply the substratum of tiutH im the said 
Arthavida passage. 

But though this interpretation makes the passage appear as a truth- 
ful description, yet it entirely loses 1ts enlogistic character, and hence we 
proceed to explain the passage in such a way as to represent ıt as truthful, 
and at the same time, accomplishing 1ts appointed pu: pose of Praising 

On the strength of the Mantras, Arthavadas, Purdnas, and Itihdsas, 
we accept the fact of there bemg a Creation and a Dissolution of the 
Universe. Hence we deduce the following meaning from the said passage 
‘At the beginning of the Creation, Prajépati—who 1s spoken of as the Lord 
of Oveation, on account of His former righteous deeds—finding no other 
anunal at hand, changed himself, by mere will-force, nto the form of an 
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animal, and. then cut out the fat out of his own body, &c., &.; and before 
the offering, &c., were quite finished, a hornless animal (aja=goat) rose 
from sacrificial fire.” This description indicates the fact of the particular 
sacrifice being so quickly efficacious as to bring about its result immediately 
after (or even before) its completion; and that it was for this reason 
that Prajapati took such a lot of trouble over its performance. And in 
this, the descriptive element (as well as the Praise) is quite true. Nor 
does the description of this particular event make the Veda necessarily 
non-eternal ; because like the signs of each succeeding season, it is possible 
for the same action to be repeated at each beginning of the Creation. 

Similarly too, in the case of the passage—‘‘ Dévd vai dévaynjanam, §c.” 
—the word “ Dévah” =those who shine with cleverness in actions, viz., the 
Sacrificial Priests; and these Priests, having comprehended the Dévaya- 
jana, and finding the actions in connection with the Soma to be entirely 
different to what they had been used to, during the performance of the Darga 
and the Pirnamasa, become bewildered as to the course of action to be 
adopted ; and as such they are spoken of as ‘ not knowing the East from the 
West, &c.’ Thus it is that even in ordinary every-day life, when a man 
is bewildered as to the course of action to be adopted by him, he says: 
‘The quarters (East, West, &c.), appear to me confused.’ And it is as 
helping to remove this bewilderment that the Aditi sacrifice is praised 
(by means of the said Arthavida passage); and the bewilderment is 
removed on account of there being an interval of time for ascertaining 
the real character of the subject (on which the man is bewildered), That 
is tosay, during the time that the man is going through the performance of 
the well-practised primary actions in connection with the ‘Pradyantya,’ he gets 
time to recollect his wits about the Actions that are to come next (about which 
there is generally a confusion in the minds of the performers). Other- 
wise (if the said actions were not performed), and there were no interim 
between the two Primary Actions, the agent would not have time to 
concentrate his mind upon what be would have to do next. And as this 
interim is ‘afforded by the ‘Aditi’ sacrifice, it is this that is praised as 
helping to remove the confusion in the Agent’s mind. 


Sutra (11). (The indirect signification is) based upon form, 
and upon the character of the greater part. 


[This Stra meets the first two objections urged in S#éra (2).] 

(The meaning of the Sura is that the mind is spoken of as ‘ thief,’ in 
the Arthavada passage, on account of its “form”; ie, just as the thief 
has his form or body concealed, &c.,s0 has the mind also ; and thus the name 
of “ thief ” is applied to the mind only indirectly or figuratively. So also 
speech is spoken of as ‘liar,’ on the ground of the speech of people, for 
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the greater part, consisting of hes only , and hence the character of the 
speaker 18 figuratively attributed to the speech itself) 

In ordinary life, whenever something has got to be done, what the 
person does ıs to form a dete: mination in his mand, and then to express ıt ın 
words or speech, and then to do ıt, and as such even though the Mind and 
the Speech are very closely related to the Action to be performed, yet 
they are spoken of as of much less significance than gold, because they have 
the character of the thref and the daar respectively (The said Arthavdda 
appemıng in the wake of the Injunction that one 1s to keep some gold in his 
hand) Ifthe signification of the passage rested merely in the said Depre- 
cation (of Mind and Speech), 1t could only point to a Prohibition ; and 1615 
only when signifying the Praise (of gold) that 1t can be taken along with 
the said Injunction, specially as ıt 1s only the supporting of the Injunction 
that is found to serve a visible purpose, as will be explained late: on, 
under Stiia X—viu-—7 


Sutra (12). Because of the greatness of distance. 


[This Suiza meets the third objection urged in Sutra (2).] 

The Arthavada—‘ During the day the smoke only 1s perceived ’—occurs 
in support of the declaration that ‘ During the day, the Fire goes away to the 
Sun’ And as to the question—why should this declaration be made ?—, 
we reply that ıt ıs with a view to eulogise the Injunction with regard 
to the mantra recited at the Agnihotha—mz “ Siiryo jyotujyotrh sūryah 
swaha ıs to be employed at the morning offering, and Agni yote 9 yotor- 
agmh swahd in the evening offering,” where we have mantras having their 
implications intermixed with one another 

Question “ How can these imphications of the said mantras be said to 
be intermixed, when we find them referring to two distinct deities, Agni 
and Sirya P?” 

To this question, some people make the following reply “The word 
‘Jyotth’ in the manta ‘Agnugyotrh, &c,’ signifies the Saya, while in 
the other mantia 1t signifies Agnz, and as such the significations of the 
two mantras become intermixed ” 

But this explanation 1s not quite satisfactory, because the word 
“Jyotth”’ signifies Light ın general, and as such can be taken as qualifying 
both the dgm and the Sürya, specially if the word were synonymous 
with any one of these two, 16 could not be used with 1eference to the 
other. That 1s to say, in a case where any two words are synonymous, 
if one of them 1s used, another: 1s not used along with it, so that if the 
word ‘ Jyotth’ were synonymons with ‘ Saya,’ 1t could not be used ın the 
mantra of the morning offerimg—“ Sis yojyotsh, ge”, while if 1t were syno- 
nymous with “ Agn,” it could not be used ın that of the evening offering 
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Hence we conclude that the mantras have been wrongly cited. The 
proper mantras to cite here are: “‘(1) Agnirjyotinjyotih stiryah swāhā, (2) 
Saryo gyottijyotiragnih swiha” (the former being enjoined as the mantra to 
be employed in the evening libation, and the latter in the morning one). 
And it is this Injunction that can be taken as eulogised by the A thavdda 
in question; because the Injunction serves to set aside, in this case, the 
general rule that the mantra is tà be employed in accordance with the 
implications of the words composing it; and as such the Injunction being 
one of intermixed implications, it comes to be supported by the said 
Praise. And the reason for this intermixture is laid down as that, ‘during 
the day, Agni (Fire) enters into the Sa@rya (the Sun), while during the night 
the Sun enters into the Fire’; and hence it follows that the offerings are 
not to be made only to the deities pointed out in the mantras. 

In this explanation too, the former muntias (cited in the Bhashy«) 
serve as examples of the Injunction that is set aside by the latter Injunc- 
tion; and the latter maniras quoted by us, to which the praise of the 
Arthavida refers, were not quoted by the Bhiishya, because they are 
pointed out by the mention of the fact of “the implications being intel 
mized” (which could not refer to the mantras quoted). 

Or, it may be that the A: thavdda in question occurs between the two 
sets of mantras (the one set quoted in the Bhdshya, and laying down the 
libations to be offered to the Deities mentioned in the mantras, and the 
other set quoted by us, where the implications of the two mantras are 
mixed up in the Injunction). For the latter Injunction we may have 
some other Praise; the Praise in question refeiring to the former (which 
lays down the moruing libation to be offered to the Sun, and the evening 
one to Agni); and this praise may be explained thus: Inasmuch as during 
the day the Fire enters into the Sun, the Sun is the only light ; and similarly 
as at night the Sun enters into the Fire, Fire is the only light ; and as such it is 
necessary that the morning libation should always be offered to Sūrya 
aud the evening one always to Agni. 

Question: “ But how is it that the passage speaks of the smoke alone, &c. ?” 

Answer: The explanation of this lies in the fact, that during the day, 
when we look at the Fire burning at a great distance, we see the smoke only ; 
while at night we distinctly perceive the light (and not the smoke) ; and as 
such this statement of a well-known fact serves as a sort of basis for the 
aforesaid Praise. 


Sutra (13). Through the failings of women, the son is often 
found to belong to the man, 


[This Sutra meets the fourth objection urged in Sūtra (2).J 
It is laid down that,—“ during the recounting of the Piavaras (the 
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particular shis among one’s ancestors) the sacrificer should say—Dévahk 
pitarah, &c”, as a praise of this recounting of the Pravaras, we have the 
declaration that even a non-Brahmana becomes a Br&ahmana by this recount- 
in 
i Against this some people raise the following question “‘In the case of 
those whose Brahmanical character ıs well-known, the acquisition of the 
said Brahmanahood would be useless (and as such the recounting of the 
Pravaras cannot be necessary fo: well-recognised Braéhmanas) ” 

It is in anticipation of this question that we have the declaration—“ We 
know not whether we are Brahmanas or non-Brahmanas ” The mention of 
the known as the ‘ unknown’ implies that ıt ıs hard to be known; because 
that which cannot be known easily is as good as unknown, and certainly, 
the fact of any person being a Brahmana is extiemely difficult to ascertain, 
on account of the farlings of the woman 

But even ın the case of the woman’s failings, 1f the son always belonged 
to the mother or to her master, the caste of these two being always well- 
known, there would be no difficulty ın ascertaining the caste of the son; 
the caste of the Parents also being ascertamed by that of the grand-parents, 
aud so on and on, the caste of all the ancestors from the very beginning of 
time, could be easily ascertained But we find such declarations in the 
Smrtis as—“ The mother is only a leathern bag, the son belongs to the 
father ”, and as in the case of the woman having been led astray, 16 18 not 
easily ascertained who the actual “father” is,—and ıt being quite possible 
for him to belong to a caste other than that of the woman,—the offspring, 
in this case, would be one of an uncertain, or even a mixed caste In the 
Veda too, we read—“ one should carefully guard this thiead (of caste),”— 
which shows that the caste 1s liable to be lost, and as such this passage 
could be explicable only if the caste of the offspring be accepted to be 
regulated by that of the man Because if the caste were uot liable to such 
changes, ıt would remain intact, even when not guarded , and as such there 
would be no use of the Vedic Injunction just quoted 

Thus we find that there 1s an occasion, or use, for the said Praise (of 
the recounting of one’s Pravaras) , the meaning of the Praise being that a re- 
counting of the Pravaras or Ancestors of universally recognised Bréhmana- 
hood shows that the person so recounting 1s a descendant of such great 
Brahmanas, and thereby he himself comes to be recognised as a true 
Brahmana. 


Sutra (14). There is a desire for present comfort. 


(Tins Sara meets the fifth objection ui ged ın Sutra (2).] 
That which appears at the present time 1s spoken,of as “ dkahika”’ , 
and certainly that which does not take much time to appear ıs what 1s 


PADA 1—ADHI I—AULHORITY OF LHE ARTHAVADA PASSAGES 49 


desired by all men And hence in the making of the sacrificial House, 
the making of windows 1s particularly eulogised , because the windows 
gerve the immediately useful purpose of allowing an easy exit for the smoke; 
and thereby remove one great cause of discomfort to the persons connected 
with the performance of the sacrifice Whereas the final Result—Heaven, 
&c.—that would follow from the sacrifice, can appear only after the lapse 
of some time 

And hence the meaning of the Arthavada—“ who knows whether 
there ıs a Heaven, &c ’’—1s that, who knows now whether the great result will 
follow from the sacrifice ?—because, the means of knowmg that the result 
will come lies in the scriptures, while we know from diect sense-per- 
ception that the letting out of smoke brings immediate relief, and hence 
1t 18 ım comparison with this latter fact, that the fact of the sacrifice lead- 
mg to Heaven has been spoken as “ unknown ” (or doubtful),—a process 
which only tends to eulogise the making of windows 

The form “ a@kalika” (signifymg that which bas 1ts beginning and end 
at the same time) ıs ın accordance with PAanini’s Sütra “ dkdlvkadadyanta- 
vacané” [ V—i—114] 

Some people read “ Akālıka ” , and ın that case the word means that 
which does not take time wm its appearance. The word “ kala ’’=remoteness 
of time * kālhka”=that which appears at a remote point of time (kala 
+ than), aud hence that which is not so 1s “ aka@lika ” 


Sutra (15) Itis a praising of the knowledge, 


(This Sutra meets the objections urged in Sëtra (3) | 

The Arthavaddas—“ His face shines,” and “ His children become weal- 
thy "—appearing ın connection with the passages enjoming study, they 
cannot be taken as laying down the results of an Action, they must be 
taken simply as descriptions of the ordimarly perceived facts of the face 
becoming beautiful and the person obtaining horses 

For the beauty of the face, there 1s not only one standard Such pecu- 
liarities as the symmetry of form, the general pleasing properties, and the 
peculia: loveliness of sheen, pet tain to the faces of woman , while in the case 
of learned persons, 1t18 when they are found to be making excellent declara- 
tions, in keeping with good form and 1eason, that their face 18 said to be 
“beautiful.” And hence, in this case, the word “shines or becomes 
beautiful’ need not be taken ın an indirect sense, the direct meaning being 
quite compatible with the fact of the passage bemg a praise of the 
learned person 

And as for the declaration that “Ins children become weathly, ”—the 
wealth referred to may be the wealth of Brahmic glory ; and though in this 
case the word would be taken in a figurative sense, yet that could not 
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militate against the tact of the passage being taken as a prase of the 
learned. 


Sutra (16) The mention of ‘all’ refers only to that which the 
agent 1s entitled to. 

[The Süira meets the objections urged in Sütra (4)] 

The Arthavida—that by the Parndhuir one obtains all that he desi? es— 
referring to a particular action in connection with the preparation of the 
fire, it cannot be taken as laying down certain results. But it can be 
taken as a praise of the Pūrnāhut,—the substratum of truth in this Praise 
being found in the fact of the character of the consequence being attributed 
to the means, that is to say, the meaning of the sentence—“ He obtains all 
that he desires ”—ıs that he obtains the fire ın all rts forms, these being the 
general means of the perfor mance of all actions bringing about all desirable results 

And the Sätra may be explaimed in the followmg manner Inasmuch 
as the person has duly laid the Fue, he is entitled to the performance of all 
actions, which are the means of obtaining all that ıs desired, and it is 
with a view to eulogise this fact of his bemg entitled to the performance 
of all actions, that the passage im question has figuratively used the 
wod ‘all’ with reference to the actual obtarmıng (of the results that 
would follow from all the actions, to the performance of all of which the 
person offering the Pio nahubd becomes entitled) 

The followmg objection may here be raised “There are certain 
“results, such as the reaching of the Akdcga and the obtaining of celestial 
«damsels, which are absolute 1mpossibilities; and these would also be 
“included in the category of ‘all that ıs desired.’ But certainly, for these, 
“it ig not-possible to be described as actually coming about, even figura, 
“tively, through the means, ın the shape of any action laid down in the 
“Veda (Thatis to say, ın the case of the results that are laid down as 
“following fiom certain sacrifices enjoined by the Veda, ıt 1s possible to 
“explain the word ‘all’ referring to them, as referring to the Actions 
t bringing about these results, to which the person becomes entitled ; on the 
“other hand, in the case of the said impossible results, which are also 
“ included ın ‘ all,’ we cannot take the word ‘all’ as referring to the Actions 
“bringing about these results, &c., &c., for the simple reason that there 
“are no Actions laid down as bringing about the said results).” 

There being a great deal of tanth in this objection, we offer another 
explanation of the Sidra: In ordinary parlance we often come across such 
assertions as—‘“‘all the rice has been cooked”; and ın this case we do not 
mean all the rece ın the world, but only that which had been set apart for 
being cooked for a special purpose. In the same manner, when the Veda 
says “one who offers the Përnākul, obtains all that he desires,” all that 18 
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meant is that the person becomes capable of obtaining all the results that 
follow from the Actions that are performed in connection with (conse- 


erated) Fire. And as such there can be nothing iacongrnous in the said 
Arthavada. 


Sutra (17). The result being accomplished by means of Actions, 
there would be a difference in the results in accordance with the 
measure, or extent of the Actions, as in the ordinary world. 


The assertion made in the S#tra would be of use in the consideration 
of such sacrifices as the Agnihotra and the like, all of which lead to the 
same result, in the shape of the attainment of Heaven. All effects being 
similar to the cause, all the results that would follow from the mere 
Pirnahuti, would be in small measures. And hence for one who would 
want to obtain the results in great measures, the Veda lays down other 
Actions—such as the Agnihotra and the like; and hence the Injunctions 
of the Actions cannot be said to be useless. 

Against this the following objection is raised: “In the ordinary world 
“we actually perceive the results of such actions, as the cultivating of fields, 
“ &c., to be in keeping with the causes; while in the case of the Purnahutz, 
“the matter resting altogether upon the authority of the scriptures, inas- 
“ much as no distinct result is specially mentioned (as following from it), on 
« what basis can we make the said specific assumptions with regard to its 
‘results? For as a matter of fact, there is no difference between the 
“Heaven as attained by means of the Agnihotra, and that reached by 
“the Jyotishtoma; nor in such a transcendental matter, can we have any 
“ functioning of Inference; (and as such we cannot admit of any difference 
“ between the result as obtained by means of the Purndhuti and the same 
“as acquired by means of certain other sacrifices).” 

To this we make the following reply: The specification that we have 
assumed is based upon the strength of the Injunction itself. That is to 
say, if the result obtained by means of the simpler Action were exactly 
equal to that obtained by the more elaborate Action, then, in that case, the 
desired result having been obtained by means of the former, no person would 
ever be inclined to the mote elaborate and difficult one; as says the proverb 
—‘If one can find the honey in his own house, why should he go to the 
distant mountain for it?’ And hence the Injunction (of the elaborate 
Action) would lose all its efficiency (which only lies in urging people to 
Action). But as a matter of fact, the efficiency of the Injunction 
can never be set aside; and as such the very Injunction of the elabo- 
rate Action points to the fact of its results being greater than that 
of the simpler Action,—as is explained under the Sutra I—iv—30. Conse- 
quently as the assumption of the particular result of the Vigvajit sacrifice 
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is accepted as authoritative, so also 1s the differentiation of the measure or 
quality of the result (following from the Pärnāhutı as differmg from the 
same as obtained by means of other Actions) 

And when of two actions, one is greater than the other, even though 
no difference ım their results ıs directly mentioned, yet there must always 
be a differentiation of the extent of the results, based upon their respective 
positions That ıs to say, ın a case where the subsidiaries are mentioned 
in the same order as the Primary, that which 1s mentioned fist is performed 
with the first Primary, and soon, and exactly in the same manner, 1n the case 
of Actions, when the smaller Action 1s performed, the result that appears 
in its connection 1s always of the same character (ze, small), and so on 
with the gieat Action, 1t is only a great result that appears; and thus we 
find the results differentiated on the ground of their respective positions 

We also meet with direct scriptural declarations that support such 
differentiation For mstance, with reference to the Caturmasga Homa, we 
have the following Arthavada with regard to its result “ When one 
performs the Agnthotra, he obtains a result ten times that of the household 
sacrifice, in a single night 
By the due performance of the smaller Agnshotia for ten years, the person 
obtains the result equal to that of a single performance of the Darga— 
Piirnamasa”, and this clearly shows that the smallness or greatness of 
the Action makes the result also small or great respectively 


_Sutra (18). What has been said above applies to the last two 
(Sutras of the Purvapaksha), 


Just as the deprecation of Speech and Mind have been shown to 
signify the praise of gold, so also the prohibition of the laying of the Fure 
on the bare ground would, in accordance with the Sutra X—-vin—7, mean 
the praise of the placing of a plate of gold on the ground, and not a mere 
prohibition And the prohibition of the laywg ın the sky or ın the Heaven 
may be taken as the statement of a bare fact, lad down with a view to 
support the prohibitzon of the bare ground. The meaning of the passage 
would thus be that— just as the laying of the fire ıs known to be impossible 
in the Sky or ın Heaven, so also ıs 1t on the bare ground withont a plate of 
gold, —thıs being the praise of the use of the golden plate 

As for the mention of non-eternal things ın the Veda, this has already 
been explained under Sütra I—1—31. 

The use of this discussion lies in the consideration of the Ratrisatra 
sacrifice, ın connection with which the Piitapaksha 1s that the result 
of this sacrifice ıs the attainment of Heaven, while the orthodox view 


(Siddhania) 1s that its real result is that which is mentioned ım the 
Arthavada passage relating to ıt 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[Treating of the Arthavada passages that have the form of Injunctions.] 


Sutra (19). “It would be an Injunction, as laying down some- 
thing not known before; because a mere description would be 
useless.” 


Those Arthavidas that contained mere descriptions of facts having been 
explained above, we now proceed to consider those that appear in the form 
of Injunctions. 

And with regard to these, the following are the grounds of doubt: In 
the former Adhikarana it has been shown that as the Arthavidas serve no 
purpose directly by themselves, they have to be taken in the indirect 
sense Of Praise. But in that case, even the Praise would be as good as 
useless. As for the factor of Injunction, however, it cannot be got at from 
any other source; while it has been already shown above that Persuasion 
(which is the avowed object of Arthavidas) can be got at through the 
indications of the Injunctions themselves. And again, in all cases, the In- 
junction is the primary, and the Praise the secondary, factor; consequently, 
when a certain assertion can be taken as related to the primary factor, 
it must be taken as such (and not as related to the secondary); and 
it is onty when the indication of the Injunction has been fully accomplished 
that there can beany use for the Arthavdda. And itis while the Injunction 
is being comprehended, that all the factors of the Bhavan® present 
themselves; specially so the factor of the Result, as it is the first and 
the most important factor (in the Bhavand, and as such the first to be com- 
prehended, in the indication of the Injunction). It is with a view 
to these facts that the Pirvapaksha in the Stitra speaks of its laying down 
something not known before; and hence it is in comparison with this that it 
declares the mere expression of Praise to be useless. 

At the very outset, of the discussion, however, the following objection is 
raised against the Adhikarana as a whole: “ We have a consideration of 
“snch Injunctions and Arthavidas of Results, later on, under the S#iras 
“TV.—~ii—1 ef seq; and as such it is not proper to itttreduce the same dis- 
“ cussion, in this place.” 
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1 To this, some people make the following teply ‘As the discus- 
sion that ıs repeated in the Fourth Adhy@ya is introduced here for the 
first time, the above objection should be raised with reference to that 
Adhyaya and not to this’ 

This may be true enough; but if by postponiug the discussion till the 
Fou: th Adhydya, we can procure a better 1eply to the objections against 
Arthavadas, it 1s only right that we should seek for it there. Inasmuch as, 
however, ıt was equally reasonable for that same reply to have been given 
on the present occasion, there could not be much ham in its being put for- 
ward here 

2 Others reply to the said objection as follows: It ıs only the 
denial of the fact of the passage cited being an Injunction of Result that 1s 
explained in the Fourth Adhydaya, whereas in the present Adhikarana, ıt 18 
the character of the Arthavada that 1s denied (an the Purvapaksha) ; because 
the clause—it would be an Arthavada (in the Sita IV—m—l)—must be 
taken as denying the fact of its bemg an Injunction. 

But this explanation is not mght, because those Arthavada passages, 
that would be denied (ın the Fourth Adhydya) the character of Injunctions, 
and would thereby become open to the charge of uselessness, have already 
been shown, in the foregoing Adhikarana, to serve the distinctly useful 
purpose of praiseng, as has been shown with regard to the sentence—“ His 
face becomes beautiful, &c ” 

3. Some people meet the aforesaid objection thus- It is only mght 
that sentences hke ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’ should be taken as Praise, 
but the case of such sentences as the one cited in the present instance 
is different, and though the present Adhikarana serves to make ıt a mere 
Praise, denying ıt the character ofan Injunction,—yet there 1s something 
left to be done, and it is this. just as the character of Injunction 1s demed 
to the said passage, so also can the character of Praise be denied to it, as 
the case of the present passage is not similar to that of the former passage , 
and hence it 1s absolutely necessary that we should accept 1t as an Injunc- 
tion, so that any dissimilarity to passages appearing ata different time 
would not affect 1ts position, and ıt ıs this latte: point that is very nghtly 
raised ın the Fourth Adhydaya. 

But even this explanation is not quite satisfactory, because even 
though the collective argument, that there 1s a clear disagreement with the 
Veda, may be a new one, and as such, in this much, there may be no 
repetition, yet the bodies of the Adfkaranas remain the same. As for the 
‘disagieement’ (or dissimilarity), too, there 1s none of these that has not 
been met and explained under Sutra I—u—10, and hence these very argu- 
ments could be brought forward again, whenever any such disagreement 
would be put forward against any Arthavada passage 
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4, With a view to all this, some people offer the following explaxa- 
tion: The present Adhikarana, in its Pérvapaksha, speaks of “ Injunc- 
tions ” in general, without any specifications ; while in the Fourth Adhyaya, 
we have the expression “ Declaration of the Result” (‘ Phalagrutih’) ; and 
hence the passages considered in the present Adhikarana are such of the 
Arthavadas as have the form of the Injunction of all such factors as the 
Substance, Property, Action and the like; while those treated of in the 
Fourth Adhydya are only those that have the form of the Injunction of 
the Result only. For instance, Sutras 23 and 24 of this Pada, are 
found to refer to such instances as—‘“ The Horse has its origin in the 
water, and the Cane also has its origin in the water,” and the like (which 
treat of the mere forms, é&c., of Substances) ; and if the present Adhikarana 
also referred only to such Arthava@das as have the form of an Injunction of 
Result, the citing of the said passage would be entirely irrelevant. 

But though it may be so, yet in that case the subject matter of the 
Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhyaya would be only a particular phase of 
that of the present Adhikarana ; and so would be included in it; and as such, 
the repetition would remain unexplained. Consequently some people dis- 
regard the examples cited in the Bhashya and set about citing other in- 
stances, with the restriction that under the present Adhikarana they cite 
only those Arthavddas that have the forms of the Injunctions of the Sub- 
stance, &e., while under that in the Fourth Adhkydya they cite those that 
have the form of the Injunction of Results. 

But upon this, we have to make the following observations: Is it abso- 
lutely necessary to have two Adhikarazas that we should put this restriction 
upon the examples to be cited? Then again, as a matter of fact, a mere 
difference in the examples cited does not make the Adhikaranas necessarily 
distinct ; because in that case, there would be no repetition in a case_where 
certain discussions, having been carried on with regard to the sacrificial post 
as made of the Khadira wood, should be repeated again with the sole difference 
that in the latter case the post as made of the Udumbara wood would be cited 
as the instance. As a matter of fact, the subject matter of Adhikuranas 
being, not any particular examples, but certain rules (and arguments in 
support of the rules), it is only when there is a difference in the rules treat- 
ed of in the two Adhikaranas that these can be accepted as distinct. And 
as for the Arthavddas having the form of the Injunctions of Substances, all of 
these too are not considered under the present Adhikarara,—some of these 
being considered under Sutra I—iv-—23, some under Sitrus IlI—iv—l, e¢ seq; 
some in the shape of ‘ Parakria’ and ‘ Purakalpa’ under Adhyfya VI, some 
under [X—ii—29, and others, having the form of the Injunctions of the Jar- 
tilaand the Guvidhuk, in Adhyaiya X. And hence what we should say in reply 
to the aforesaid objection is that such repetition is not very objectionable. 
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Or, we may justify the two Adhkarapas on the following four 
grounds — 

1, One and the same 1ule has one part of ıt discussed under the pre- 
sent Adktkarana, and another part ın that of Adhydya IV 

2 Thesubject-matter of the the two Adhikaranas may also be explain- 
ed to be entirely different What ıs done under the present Adhikarana 18 
that all Arthavada passages having the form of Injunctions are shown to be 
Arthavadas, and uot real Injunctions While unde: the ddhikarana in Adh- 
yaya IV, the pu: port of the Parvapaksha 1s this “ When an Injunction has 
“been pointed out by the Arthavadda, ıt stands in need of a certain result 
“(for the sake of which ıt would lay down an Action); even though the 
“result that appears in the Arthavdda 18 mentioned with another osten- 
“sible purpose (that of Praising), yet tlis result 1s found to be related to 
“it more closely than any other declarations of the procedure of sacrifices , 
“and when such relationship has been once ascertained, a specification 
“of the relationship becomes a compartively easy matter. Otherwise we 
“ would have to assume the Relationship itself as well as its specific form, 
‘and hence we conclude that just as the Injunction of the Rātrisatra 
“ sactificeis one that enjoins the particular result—the obtaining of fame,— 
“ so too, the passage speaking of the ‘ Juidé made up of leaves’ cannot but 
“ be taken as an Injunction of the particular result—the not hearing of any 
“el report with reference to one’s self ” And the Svddhanta arrived at 1s 
that when 1t 18 possible for the passage to be taken ın the hght of another 
purpose (e, of Praising), ıt 18 not right to attribute to ıt two purposes 
(that of enjoining the Result, and Piutsing), and as such the passage in 
question must be taken as a pure A: thavada 

The same process may be employed im differentating the present Adhi- 
karana from those dealing with Nivita, §&c (IlLI—iv—1 et seq) Or, these 
latter may be taken as consisting of some considerations and argumentations 
with reference to certain supposed objections and questions based upon 
the Pirvapaksha of the Audambara-Adhikurana (the present one); as in 
these a question 18 raised as to whether the Arthavdda, that ıs accepted 
to be‘an Injunction, refers to the Agent or to the Sagrifice , and then the 
conclusion arrived at ıs that ıt isa pure Arthavdda. So also ın the case 
of the Adhtkurazas on Parakrtı and Purdkalpa (as explained in Adhyaya 
VI), a fresh question is raised as to whether the Action, (the eating of 
masha f.) thatis mentioned in the Veda as having been done by a great 
man of old, is to be done ouly by the descendants of that great man, or by 
all men (and ıt ıs this ext:a question that is treated of ın the Adhikarana 
in Adhygya VI) The discussions with regard to “ Uhka” and “ Badha, ” 
as contained in Adhydyas IX and X, are also of a similar character (1e, 
dealing with extra questions) And as for the Süira I.—iv—23, ıt merely 
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points out the several grounds for accepting a Word in its «ccondary or 
indirect signification. And as such in none of these do we fiud any use» 
less repetition. 

3. Or, the difference between this Adhtkaraza and that in Adhyityn IV 
may be explained on the ground that the present Adhiliai na treats of 
only such passages as have the form of the Injunctions of Resalts, in which 
the factor that expresses the Praise is distinct from that which meutions the 
Result; as for instance, the passage cited in the Lhdashya The sentence, 
‘The udumbara is powerful and so also are the animals,’ which signifies 
Praise, is distinct from the sentence ‘ For the increase of power’ (appearing 
at the close of the passage) which points ont the Result (that follows when 
the sacrificial post is made of the Udumbara wood); while in the Fourth 
Adhydya, the discussion is with reference to those cases, in which the 
same sentence may be taken either as Praise or as a mention of the 
Result. 

4 Or, lastly, the difference between the two Adhikaranas may be 
explained thus: The first Sätra of the Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhydya 
[1V—iii—1] lays down the fact of the passage being for another's purpose 
(par drthaivat) as the reason for the conclusion arrived at; and as it is 
only a well-known reason that can be brought forward in ail discussions, the 
passages that can serve as instances for this Adhikarana ave only those 
that are well-known to be fer another’s purpose,—eg, the passage “ono 
whose Juhi is made entirely of leaves, &c.” In this case it is necessary that 
the fact of being made of leaves should be distinctly mentioned with reference 
tothe Juhū; as the former is incapable by itself of having any independent 
relation with the result. It is a general rule that whenever a certain 
property (or qualification) is laid down, with special reference to a 
particular result, it stands in need of a proper receptacle (or substratum) 
for itself; we cannot get hold of any such receptacle, apart from the 
context (in which the said passage occurs). And hence, if the passage— 
‘c one whose Juhi is made of leaves never hears any evil spoken of himself ”— 
be taken to imply the injunction—that one should think of obfa‘ning the said 
result by means of the particular property of leafiness,—the question naturally 
arises: wherein is this property to exist (as the mere abstract property by itself 
can be ofno use) ? What is the object (which, having the property of leajiness, 
would accomplish the said result) ? It cannot be the Juhi; (1) Lecause that 
would lead to a split in the sentence; (2) and until the Action has been 
found (in which the Juh is to be used) the Juhi itself is not an accomplished 
(fully comprehended) object (and as such cannot be taken as bringing ubout 
any results); nor is there any authority (in the sentence ilseif) for con. 
necting the Juhi with any action. 


And thus (not having all the necessary factors fulfilled, if we secept 
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the aforesaid construction or explanation of the sentence) we are forced to 
have recourse to another explanation (or construction) We fiud that the 
said sentence occurs in the same context as the sentence—‘ one pours the 
hbations by means of the Juha”, and when we come across this sentence, 
it becomes necessary for us to know the kind of the Juhi that ıs to be 
employed , but the sentence itself does not afford us any information on 
this head , and this want of information ıs found to continue until the men- 
tion of the fact of 1ts bering made of leaves, and as until this information 1s 
obtained, the use of the former sentence (“ Pours libations by means of the 
Juhi”) is not fully comprehended, the latter sentence (declaring the fact 
of the Juhü being made of leaves) comes to be recognised as subsidiary to 
the former (declazing the fact of the lhbations being poured by means of 
the Juhi made of leaves). Thus then, all the information that is wanted 
in connection with the Juht having been obtained ım this very sentence, 
there ıs no reason for the assumption of a1esult. And as such itis only 
proper that the sentence should be taken as an A:thardda (Such 1s the 
upshot of the Adhikarana in Adh IV) 

In the present Adhikaana, on the other hand, we have fo. om 
example, the declaration of the fact of the sacrificial post being made of 
the Udumbara wood, which is met with in the context treating of the 
animal to be sacrificed at the subsidiay sacrifice, and the fact of this 
declaration beng for another's purpose 1s not fully recognised , and as such 
this could not form the subject of the Adhikasana in the Fourth Adhyāya 
Specially because, m the present case, unless the post has been already 
recognised (from other sources), 1t 1s not possible to have any declaration 
of its character, and the recognition of the post is accepted as fulfilled by 
means of the sentence treating ot the Primary Sacuifice, which speaks of the 
post as made of the Khadua wood, and as such all the information (even 
that of kind or material), that ıs wanted with regard to the post, having 
been obtained by means of this passage itself, there 13 no use for any 
injunction of another material (the Udwmbara wood) for ıt, and conse- 
quently the sentence (speaking of the post as being made of the Udumbara 
wood) is taken (by the Pé#vapaksha) as only an injunction of the Result 
(attainment of power) As for the information with regard to the 
substiatum of the property of being made of Udumbara wood, this too 1s 
supplied by the mention of the “post,” ın the sentence enjoining the 
Primary Sacrifice, and as such this too does not affect the forme: conclu- 
sion Thus then, we find that, prior to the ascertainment of the sentence 
being for anothe1’s purpose, it 18 absolutely necessary to connect the action 
therein spoken of with a certam definite result,—this connection being 
ascertained by means of other arguments (than those based upon the 
iaurt of a sentence being for another’s purpose, as done m Adh. IV) 
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And as such the introduction of this present Adhikarana becomes ne- 
cessary. 

There is yet another theory with regard to these two Adhikaranas: 
Both the sentences—the one dealing with the fact of the post being made 
of the Udumbara wood, as well as that speaking of the Juhū being made of 
leaves—can serve as examples, in both Adhikaranas (the present as well as 
the one in Adh. IV). And inasmuch as two different factors of the Bhavani 
are treated of in the two Adhtkaranas, they cannot be said to be mere 
repetitions of one another. Both of them are equally capable of being 
connected with certain means and consequences, only when they are put 
forward in their full efficiency, and not otherwise. And in the Adhi- 
karana in Adh. IV, the discussion is based solely upon the factor of “conse 
quences,” and that of the “means” is either purposely disregarded or taken 
for granted ; and the discussion then turns mainly upon the following ques- 
tion :—Is the Result capable of being rightly pointed ont by means of words 
that speak of it as being accomplished at the present time, without any 
mention of the word “Kama”? While in the present Adhikarana the dis- 
cussion is with regard to the factor of the ‘ means,” that of the “ conso- 
quences” being either disregarded or taken for granted; and the discussion 
turns upon the following question:—In the absence of any Injunctive 
affix, is it possible for certain Substances, Properties or Actions to be 
laid down as the means of obtaining definite results? Whatever may be 
pointed out in a certain form, it stands in need of the cognition of a certain 
definite co-relative, and comes to be related with such a one, as ex 
pressed by another word. And hence when a certain sentence has been 
recognised as pointing out the Consequences, the rest is taken. to indicate 
the Means; and vice versé; thus both factors being ascertaimed in their true 
forms. Consequently, the factor of the “ Means” that is considered under 
the present Adhikarana, comes to be connected with the factor of the 
‘“ Consequence”; and if is this connection as here indicated that is 
accepted, in Adh. IV, as a well-established fact, and serves as the reason 
for the conclusion there arrived at. Conversely, the indication of the factor 
of the “Means,” that we have in Adh. IV, is here accepted as a well- 
established fact, and is only slightly touched upon. And thns the two 
Adiikaranas are not mere repetitions. 

Objection: “ But in that case, the present would be a diseussion with 
regard to the indication of the Injunction,—and as such could not have 
any connection with the Adhikarana on Arihavida.” 

Reply: This does not affect the case; because the signification of the 
Injunction is got at through the Arthavdda. That 1s to say, if the Action 
spoken of were, in the very first instance, comprehended as being enjoin! 
then the passage could not have the character of the 4hcavada; but as tt 
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it 1s only through the Praise (as signified by the passage) that we compre- 
hend the Action as beimg enjomed, and as such the character of the 
Arthavada 1s not demed to the passage 


The sense of the PURVAPAKSHA embodied in the S#ira ıs this 
“That which is declared in close proximity to the Result, cannot but be re- 
“ cognised as the Means, even though it is not expressly laid down as such, 
“ because on hearing of the Result, our only desire is to know the Means 
“ And hence, just as in the case of the mention of the Result, we at once 
“comprehend the Sacrifice to be the means, on account of the expression 
“< Vagena’ (‘by means of sacrifice’) directly presenting itself to our mind, 
“so in the same manner, the mention of the Result, in the case of the 
“ passage m question, would at once bring to our mind, the expression 
“< Audumbaréna’ (‘by means of the post made of the Udumbara wood’) 
“ For, what could a dnect Injunction do? It could only prompt the agent 
“to action And as this prompting ıs done by the mere mention of the 
“ Result, what would be the use of a distinct direct Injunction? Or, the 
“passage may be taken as merely pomting out the connection of a certain 
“Result with that which has been enjoined in a passage laying down the 
“procedure of a certain Action Or, the Injunction may be taken as 
“expressed by the fifth Mood, Lët And ıt has also been already explaimed 
“that the Injunction may, in certain cases, form only a part of the 
“ Arthavada. 

“ Hence we conclude that the Dative ending in ‘ Avarudhyav’ denotes 
“ purpose; and as such the Result ıs pointed out (by means of this affix) 
“even more clearly than it would have been by the word ‘ kama’ itself, 
“and hence it ıs with reference to this Result that the passage enjoins the 
“ post to be made of the Udumbara wood. (It 1s ın this way alone that the 
“ passage can be interpreted as an Injunction) It can never be an Injunc- 
“tion of the Result ; because 1t 1s shown under II—1—1 et seq that there can 
“never be an Injunction of the Result As for the sentence— The Udum- 
“bara is power ’—it 1s a distinct Praise of the particular wood, and there 
‘t is nothing incongiuous inthis Consequently, masmuch as it 18 possible for 
“the passage as a whole to be taken primarily, or directly, as an Injunction, 
“ıb 18 not right to take it in its mdurect sense—making it indicative of 


“ mere Praise.” 
Sutra (20). “Obj: ‘As in ordinary parlance, so here also.’ 


“ Against the above we may have the following arguments ‘ In ordi- 
“nary experience, we find that people never make use of the slightest expres- 
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“ sion, without some purpose. As for instance, in ordinary parlance we 
“meet with such assertions as: This cow should be brought, tt gives a 
“large quantity of milk, §c., Fc. And here the former sentence—The cow 
“ should be brought—laying down something to be done, the latter sentence 
“is taken asa praise of the cow, which lends more force to the former 
“ direction, aud thereby prompts the person concerned to speedy action. And 
“the mention of the fact of the cow giving much milk is never taken as 
“the injunction of any transcendental result; as it isa directly perceptible 
“ factin itself; and hence it cannot but be taken as the praise of the cow. 
“The same reasoning can be employed in the case of Vedic passages also. 
‘ And as for having recourse to indirect indication, as no direct assertion 
“is possible, there can be no objection to it.’ 


Sutra (21). “ Reply: Not so 
hand.” 


“ To the last S#ira, we make the following reply: The instance that 
“you cite does not apply to the present case. Because a Praise depends 
“upon certain conceptions derived from other means of knowledge; and as 
“the operation of such other means is possible with regard to the facts of 
“ordinary experience, we can accept such ordinary assertions in the sense 
“of Praise. Inthe Veda, on the other hand, as we have descriptions of facts 
‘not otherwise known, people would have no faith in them; as even in 
“ordinary parlance, people do not believe a person who describes what 18 
“absolutely unknown. 

“Says the Bhashya: Pürvavacanādiva; and this may mean that 
“people do not have any confidence in descriptions of unknown facts, 
“exactly as they have none in the Injunctions of facts already known; or 
“it may be taken as a simile of contraries, the meaning in that case 
“being that in the descriptions of unknown facts people do not have the 
“ confidence that they have in those of well-known facts. 

“ And then again, the mere mention of the fact of the cow giving much 
“milk does not serve to persuade the person; it is only when he 
“actually sees the cow giving much milk, that he is persuaded to take it. 

“In the Veda too, finding the Arthavada to be false, the person would 
“begin to suspect the authenticity of the Injunction connected with it; 
“and as such, he would not undertake the Action, And one, who would 
“neglect the Injunction and seek for the Arthav@da, would be taken as an 
“ unbeliever of Injunctions. And if one has no confidence in Injunctions, 
« wherefore should he have any in the concomitant Arthavada ? 

“ Then again, in the Veda, we find a disagreement from the actual facts 
“of experience; as for instance, the passage in question praises the action 
“as fulfilling a reservation of power at the present time; while no such 


- because it is known before- 
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“reservation 1s perceptible, and thus this declaration of the Veda would 
“be exactly similar (in falsity) to the description of a cow as giving much 
“nlk, when as a matter of fact 16 gave no milk at all 

“ As a matter of fact, the Udwmbara is not found to have the character 
“of (stiength-giving) food, which, for this 1eason, cannot rightly serve as 
“the Predicate of the Minor Premiss, nor is 1t found to be invariably con- 
“‘comitant with the appearance of power, and hence it cannot serve as the 
‘middle term (the subject of the Major Premiss). That whatever rs food 
“1s also sacrificial post 18 a fact recognised, neither ın the Veda nor in 
“ordinary experience, and as such the assertion is entirely absurd 

“And thus, as by making ıt signify mere prase, we find ıt to be 
“incompatible (with facts of ordınary experience), it is much more 
“reasonable to take 1t as an Injunction than as a Praise, which stands in 
“need of the corroboration of experience.” 


In reply to the above we have the following — 
SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (22). The fact of 1ts being indirectly implied by the sen- 
tence has alreay been explained. 

The sentence—‘ the Udumbara is strength’—is to be taken together 
with the clause-~‘for the increase of strength’; because it embodies a 
justification of this latter, and 1b 1s not a distinct Praise apart by itself 
Because the mere assertion of the Udumbara being food does not serve to 
pomt out the fact of its being something excellently desirable for man, 
while there is no doubt that the asse1tion—‘ for the increase of strength ’— 
—serves to make the particular action specially attiactive to him, and 
hence it is only right that the other sentence—' Udumbara is food’— 
should be taken as justifying and supporting the said attraction (or 
persuasion). Therefore the whole passage may be taken either as point- 
mg out a definite result as following from the Action in question, or as 
persuading the agent to that course of Action. 

And even if there were an Injunctive word, a passage like the one 
in question could not but be taken as an Arthavdda; and ıt 18 all the more 
s0, when the verb in the passage 1s only ın the Present Tense, which has 
the sole purpose of accomplishing the Injunction. And when we find the 
context distinctly pointing to a definite purpose ın the shape of the effect 
that it has towards the fulfilment of the sacrifice,—what could be our reason 
for assuming a separate result, for the expression of which we have no 
direct word? Nor can it be urged that, that which is indicated by the Context 
is always set aside by that indicated by the Sentence itself. Because in the 
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case in question there is no contradiction of the one by the other. That is 
to say, it is only when two contradictory facts are indicated both by the 
Context and the Sentence, with reference to one and the same object, 
that there can be any rejection of the one by the other. But in the 
passage in question, we have the Context pointing to the injunction of the 
post being made of the Udumbara wood; and this Injunction tekes within 
itself the persuasion expressed by the sentence‘ the Udumbara is strength’; 
and certainly, there can be no contradiction of the Coutext, which, iu this 
case, is found to indicate the Injunction of the Udumbara, az qualified by 
the said persuasion. Thus then, there being nothing to indicate any Injune- 
tion of the Result, there 1s no possibility of the Context being set aside ; 
and as such we cannot very well disregard the signification of the said 
Context. 

(Even if the whole passage be taken as laying down a Result) the 
persuasion, which is held to be indirectly implied by the seutence, could 
never be accepted as being assumed through the implications of the Injune- 
tion itself. Because in other cases it might ‘:e possible for the Injunction 
toimply a persuasion; but in the case in question, the Injunction itself 
is extremely weak (not being mentioned by any directly expressive Injunc- 
tive affix, é&c.) ; and as such, what could it do with the persuasion ? 

Then again, that which has once been made to serve the purpose of 
praising (a certain action) can never rightly be accepted as having any 
action towards the pointing out of any results, like the acquiring of fame 
(said to follow from the Juhū of leaves). Inthe case of the Hatrisatrs, 
we have recourse to a highly complicated assumption, because there is no 
other way out of the difficulty; while in the case in question, we have 
already shown that a particular purpose (served by the Action :2 question) 
is distinctly pointed out by the Context. 

The particular species (Udumbara) is, by its very natare, nown as a 
part of the more extensive class ‘ Wood’; and it can neve: Xe taken as 
pointing to any Result. The word ‘ post’ (Ydpu) also denatez the piece 
of wood as affected by the sacrificial performance; and as “sch it can 
be taken as only indicating the post as it presents itseli. Aud chug all the 
words being found to serve totally extraneous purposes, the sectence (con- 
taining them) cannot but be taken as an Arthavada. 

It has been urged above that, inasmach as no other woor— Khadira, 
§c.,— would be available, the ‘ post ? does not stand in need of ».y mention 
of the special class of wood (the Udumbara). But this ); not quite 
correct, because just as in the case of the Cyéna sacriie:, tue distinct 
mention of Reed as the special kind of grass to be employed ws aside the 
possibility of the use of any other grass—Kuea and the li:>,—the use 
of which is indicated by the fact of their being emploj2u in other 
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sacrifices, so, in the same manner, in the case m question, the distinct 
mention of ‘ Vdumnbara’ would serve to set aside all other woods Nor ıs 
there any mean» by which this settang aside could be avoided, specially as 
itis admitted, even when the making of the post of the Udumbara wood 
is taken as Lisrging abcut a definite result. 

The ouly difference, however, between us is this In your case, thie 
making of thw post of the Udumbara wood being an action for the sake of the 
agent (as bringing about a particular result), while the Khadira, &c, are 
for the sake of the sacrifice (which 1s helped by the post), the former 
would set aside the latte: only indirectly, by the mere chance of their 
being related to the object (the post), whereas according to us, both being 
for the sake of the sacrifice itself, there would be a direct co-subjectivity 
between tnem, which makes the setting aside, of the one by the other, more 
natural 

And wheu a cet tain definite kind of wood has been laid down with a 
view to a certam result,—yust as the curd is laid down as the mateiial to be 
offered, with a view to obtain for the saciificer efficient sense-organs,— 
there 1s no idea of the substratum of the Class (and for this also we cannot 
admit of any such iesults following) That ıs to say, 161s the ‘Animal 
sacrifice’ that is the primary action concerned, but this ıs found incap- 
able (of any relationship with the Udumbara wood), while the ‘ tethering 
of the ammal, ıs found to be capable of such relationship, through the 
post (to which the animal is tethered) , but this ‘ tethering ’ together with 
the post, does not form the primary action Nor can the relationship, being 
found useless with regard to the primary, be transferred to 1t3 subsidiaries , 
because it 1s only that which is laid down as helping the Primary that 1s 
held to be helpful to the subsidiaries , which 1s not the case here, as in the 
present case, we have a ceitam property (the Udumbara-ness of the post) 
forming part of the Primary, which stands ın need of a substratum for itself , 
and though ıt has the Primary (Anuimal-sacrifice) in close proximity to ıt, 
yet, as this is not found capable of serving as the required substratum, 
we cannot but construe the Injunction man aitogether different manner, 
and we can neve: rightly transfe. the property downwards (to the subsi- 
diaries) 

Nor ıs the sentence itself found capable of affording the required 
substrate, because if if be construed in a manner supplying this substza- 
tum, this would involve a syntactical split, because in that case the sentence 
would be declaring two relationships (1) the relationship of the Property 
with the particular Result, and (2) that of the Property withits Substza- 
tum And fmthei, in that case, the property of ‘ being made of Udumbara 
wood’ would have to be taken, 1u two difterent forms, at one time (re, m 
the sentence ‘ The making of the post of Udumbara wood brings about such 
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aud such a result’) as the Subject, and at the other (i.e., in the sentence ‘ the 
post should be made of Udumbara wood’) as the Predicate. Even if it be 
taken as the Predicate in both cases, then too, while being taken along 
with the result, it will have to be disjoined from the post; whereas when 
taken in connection with the post, it will have to be separated from the 
result (and thus too there would be a syntactical split). 

As for the independent-spirited person who would take up the per- 
formance of certain actions, without any Injunctions, we can have nothing 
to say to him. The fact of any action bringing about a result desired by 
man is not recognised until an Injunction to this effect is met with ; because 
prior to this, the sentence is wholly taken up by the laying down of the 
object to be accomplished, which, in this case, is the making of the post of 
the Udumbara wood. 

It has been asserted that the connection of the Result would be laid 
down by the passage that would contain the necessary directions for the 
Action. But such a passage can have no reference to any result desired 
by man; as will be shown under the Sdira ‘ asamyuktum prakuranat’ [ILI— 
iii—il]. For if#itdoes happen to be laid down by such a passage, it comes 
to be an action for the sake of the Action itself (and not for that of man). 

As for the ‘ fifth Lakdra’ (LEH, as its form is similar to that of the 
Present Tense, its signification always remains doubtful ; (and as such the 
verb in the passage cannot be taken as tlie Injunctive Lët). 

For these reasons, we conclude that the result, in the passage in ques- 
tion, is described only witha view to persuade the person to a certain 
course of action; specially because the verb describing it is found in the 
Present Tense; and also because we shall prove in the fourth Adhydya, 
that, any passage, not distinctly containing the expression ‘ with the desire 
for such and such a result,’ cannot be taken as actually laying down the real 
result of an Action. And as for the passages like the one in question being 
always taken as mere Praise, it is no use enquiring as to the truth or other- 
wise of the means spoken of in them; because they are meant to serve the 
sole purpose of bringing about a certain cognition; and also because they 
are in keeping with the descriptions of certain qualifications. But even if 
they must be taken as real means, they may be taken to be the means of 
fulfilling the pleasure or satisfaction of the persons concerned. 


Sutra (23). In some cases, such Injunctions would be useless ; 
hence they must be taken as expressing Praise; and the same may 
be said with regard to all other passages similar to these. 


If the passages in question were Injunctions, then all the Artharada 
passages quoted before would also be Injunctions of Materials, Accessories 
or Actions; fer instance, the sentence ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’ would 
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mean thatone should make Vayu the eftest deity , and the sentence ‘ The horse 
has its origin in water’ would mean that one should make the horse have «ts 
origin ın wader, and similarly we would have such injunctions as—‘ One 
should make the Vétasa or the Avaka, originate in water,’ ‘the water should 
be made peaceful,’ ‘the Udwmbara should be made strong,’ and so forth 

And though some of the Arthavada passages aie capable of being 
taken as Injunctions of Actions, yet the passages that we have been deal- 
ing with in the present Pada can neve: be taken as such, because some 
of the descriptions—such as those of Vayu, Vétasa and the lıke— are mere 
statements of facts in nature (and these cannot be made or brought about 
by man) , and the Udumbara, &c, too, cannot be brought about by man, 
however much he might try (and hence there can never be any Injunctions 
for making these) 

The Bhashya proceeds to show what sort of pratse the passage—(‘ the 
horse proceeding from the water,’ &c )—expresses The connection of the horse 
with the water, which rs pacufying, brings peace to the master of the sacrafice 

The irrelevancy of this passage of the Bhashya in the present connection 
has been explained away by some commentators by the flat denial of this 
sontence forming pait of the Bhashya text. 

The irrelevancy referred to 1s this The passage does not mention any 
connection of the pacifying character with either the Horse or the Avaka, 
the Véiusa alone being mentioned , while this latter does not appear in the 
above explanation of the Praise 

The true explanation of this, however, ıs the following The Avaka, 
&c , have been cited as instances, only on account of their similarity to the 
Vétasa, and the said explanation does not assert any relationship between 
the Horse and the Avaka, all that ıt does 1s to declare these to be related to 
the water; and as this fact alone does not indicate any Praise, there 1s a 
need of another Arthavada passage, and this ıs pointed out, in the sen- 
tence— the water 1s peaceful’, and 1t1s this latter sentence that, having 
lost the character of an Injunction, expresses the excellent character 
of the water; and certain things, ordinarily well known to be connected 
with water (f1, the Vétasa), come to be praised by this praise of the water 
only , while others (f1 , the Horse), come to be praised, through the declara- 
tion of then relationship with the water, and the meaning of the praise 
thus comes to be that— being related to the water which is known to be 
peaceful, the Horse also comes to be known as quiet, and hence the sacrifice, 
connected with this Horse, pacifies or removes all the troubles of the 
Master of the sacrifice, which shows that the sacrifice is an excellent one’ 
In the same manner, the sacrifice that is offered to a swift Deity, brings 
about its results quickly, and if the sacrificial postis made of foodstuffs, 
the saciificer obtains plenty of foodstuffs Such being the explanations 
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of the passages in question, we can say the same with regard to all other 
passages that may be found to be similar to these. 


Sutra (24). When a certain expression can be rightly taken 
in its own context, it is not right to transfer it elsewhere; specially 


as such an Injunction would have no use with regard to that parti- 
cular sacrifice. 


The taking of such passages as Injunctions is also open to the follow- 
ing objection: In the case of the sentence— That which is burnt becomes 
the property of the Rakshasas’ (a sentence found in connection with the 
Darga-Piiinamasa)—if we take it exactly as it is, then it can only be 
taken as enjoining another Deity (the Rakshasa) for the cake that is burnt; 
and this would necessitate the removal (or transfer) of the Deity mentioned 
in the original Injunction (of thé sacrifice). 

[If the word ‘ Apakarsha’ be taken as that which removes, then the 
meaning would be that ‘the newly enjoined Deity would remove the one 
mentioned in the original Injunction.’] 

This setting aside could be possible, on the ground of its being for a 
definite purpose,—as we have in the case of the Abhyuditéshiz—, but only 
if there were no other way of explaining the sentence. When, however, it 
can be taken in a different manner, no such setting aside can be allowable. 

Fighting shy of this argument some people might have recourse to 
a transposed construction of the sentence,—explaining it as ‘that which 
is to be offered to the Rakshasas should be burnt’; but as the ‘ Rakshasa’ 
is not mentioned as a Deity in the present context, the burning of the cake 
will have to be transferred to another context, where the Rakshasa may 
have been laid down as the Deity; and this would militate against the 
direct declarations of that context. Nor is such contradiction of the 
context allowable, when there are means of avoiding it. Hence we must 
take the passage as an Arthavdda, which does not necessitate any such 
transference or removal. 


Sutra (25). If these be taken as Injunctions, there would be 
@ syntactical split. 


In the passages in question, if, on account of the praise contained in 
the passages, the verb in the Present Tense were to be taken as being in 
the Lét (the Vedic Injunctive), then, by the same fact, we would haye to 
assume a particular result to follow from the Action laid down; and this 
would bring about a split of the sentence [for instance, the construction 
would be—(1) The post of the Udumbara wood is excellent, and (2) this 
should be made for the obtaining of power]. Hence we conclude that we 
cannot but take these passages as Arthavddus. 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of such Arthavada passages as appear to contavn reasons for the 
performance of certain actions]. 


Sutra (26), “They must be taken as putting forward reasons, 
because of usefulness and possibility.” 


As instances, we can have all the passages that appear—on account 
of the use of such words as ‘he’ and the like—to contain reasons, though 
as a matter of fact they do not contam them—(for instance, the passage 
‘ Çürpõna juhoti, tēna hı annan kriyaté) ’ 

Some people object to this Adhvkarana , they argue thus 

“Tf the character of the reason be said to be enjoined by the passage, 
“then these come in the same category as those dealt with in the foregoing 
“ Adhikarana , 1f not, then the character of the reason that 1s spoken of here 
“ must be taken in connection with the relationship of the Curpa-homa , and 
“as no such relationship can exist unless it 1s duly enjomed, for what could 
“ the reason be brought forward? If however, the passage be taken only 
“as describing a fact in nature, then this would be m the same category as 
“the sentence speaking of Vayu as the ‘eftest deity.’ Thus then, in 
“ any case, there appears no reason for introducing the present discussion.” 

To this we make the followmg reply As a matter of fact the 
passage in question does not lay down the fact of the latter sentence 
contaiming a reason for what has gone before, nor 18 14 the mere descrip- 
tion of a fact ın nature what ıt really does 1s only to assert by Apparent 
Inconsistency, a certam fact, which serves to set aside a certain doubt 
with regaid to the pe:formability of an Action which has been laid down 
(in the previous sentence) simply as a well-established duty to be 
performed; specially as all Reasonmg pre-supposes a certain well- 
established fact (wluch, in this case, 1s the performabilty of the Carpa- 
homa) And some people hold that this statement of the Reason also 
serves the purposes of an Arthavada, showing, as it does, why a perron 
should perform ıt Even when the sentence is taken as a pure 
Arthavāda, ıt contains within itself a statement of the Reason also , and 
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hence the Injunction comes to be taken as referring to the Homa by the 
Carpa and all other articles whereby food is prepared (such as the Daroz 
and the like); and as such the latter sentence might be taken as bringiag 
forward a Reason (as held by the Pirvapaksha) ws well as containing an 
Arthavada (as held by the Siddhanta). 

On the main question then, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Says the Bhashya: The fact of the Curpa being a means of preparing the 
“food ts brought forward as a Reason for performing the Homa with the Curpa. 
“And though what is directly enjoined is the relationship (of the Homa 
“with the Carpa), yet the Reason that is brought forward for this relation- 
“ ship could also refer to the Homa. 

“An objection is raised in the Bhaishya: ‘A case (like that of the 
“ Curpa and the food), where the relation of cause and effect is not generally 
* recognised, cannot be rightly said to have been brought forward as a Reason.’ 

“ Some people explain this by pointing to the premiss that all Inference 
“must be one of cause’ and effect, as the Bhashya declares Jater on in 
‘connection with the sentence—‘ One should offer a Homa of curd for the 
“ sake of one who wants to acquire a sense-organ.’ 

“ But this is not correct; because even in cases where there is no relation 
‘ of cause and effect, as in the case of the asterisms of Kritikā and Rohini, 
“ following one another, we find that a perception of the former acts as 
“a reason (or means) for the cognition of the latter. 

(1) “Therefore we must take the Bhaishya to mean only the relation- 
“ ship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension, by the mention 
“of ‘the relation of cause and effect.” It may, however, be urged that— 
“t even the relationship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension 
“being cognisable only by means of an Inference, it could not be asserted 
“with reference to a fact not universally recognised.’ True; but there 
“ being another relationship prior to the general recognition of the fact, 
‘all that is meant by the bringing forward of the said relationship of 
“ the comprehended and the means of comprehension is simply to point ont 
“the particular relationship upon which all further Inferences are based. 

(2) “Or, the Bhāshya may be taken as referring to the potentiality 
“of things, the meaning of the objection in the Bhdshya being that we 
“admit the character of true Reason only in cases where, at the time of 
“ comprehending an invariable concomitance between the two things con- 
“cerned, we actually perceive in them a potentiality consisting of that 
“ causal relationship which consists of the relationship of the comprehended 
“and the means of comprehension. 
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(3) “Or agam, the Bhāshya may be taken as only referring to the 
“ specific instance cited,—the sense of the objection being that an invariable 
‘“‘concomitance between any two things, can be based upon many relations, 
“ such as those of cause and effect, master and set vant, or on mere associa- 
“tron, and the hke, and as none of the others are possible ın the case of 
“the fact of the Capa as the means of preparing food being asserted as the 
“ reason for performing the particular Homa, we must accept it to be based 
“on the causal relation only, and inasmuch as such causal relationship 
“is not generally found to exist between them, the assertion that the latter 
“ sentence puts forth a Reason for the Homa is untenable 

“In reply to the above objection, the Bhashya says—True t is, &c 
“ And the meaning of this ıs this: It ıs true that ın the ordinary course of 
“business, before a person puts forward a ceitain Reason, he always seeks 
“ to base it upon a well-recognised relationship , but ın the case of the Veda, 
“on account of the Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of a Reason, as 
“expressed by the use of such words as ‘hv’ (because), and the like, we 
“assume the existence of anothe: sentence expressing the relationship 
“ (upon which the aforesaid causal relation could be based),—such a sen- 
“tence, ın the case ın question, being that ‘whatever is the means of 
“ preparing food should be used ın the offering of the Homa’, and in the 
“light of this sentence, the Reason (brought forward in the sentence ‘ be- 
“cause the food 1s prepared by its means’) becomes quite relevant 

“The Bhashya puts the question—what special purpose would be served, 
“ve,1f the Reason should become relevant? The reply given ıs that the 
“ use lies in the fact that ıt 18 only then that the Homa could be offered by 
“ means of all things that are used in the preparation of food 

“ The BAdshya puts another question—‘ why’? And this question may 
“be taken as put by the Sıddhantı , or ıt may mean—‘ How can the Darvi 
“ &e, be the means of preparing the food’? The reply given is that—we 
“actually find these of use m the preparation of food, and 1619 this usefulness 
“alone that ıs mentioned in the Sutra (by the word ‘arthavativa’) The 
“ Bhashya also adds—we can prepare the food by means of these also, and 
“this ıs what ıs meant by the woid ‘ upapaiic’ (‘ possibility’) in the 
“ Sutra 

“ Against this explanation an objection 1s raised—‘ It seems that, in 
“ this way, the words (arthavativa and upapattı) are synonymous (and as 
“such both should not have been used)’ 

“ But the mention of both words may be explained as poimtmg to 
“the capability of the same fact being expressed ın two different ways the 
“sense being that that which 1s of some use in an Action may, ın a way, be 
“ also gpoken of as its means O1, the word ‘as thavativa’’ may be taken as 
“ painting to that which 1s expressed by the instrumental case-ending , and 
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“ inasmuch as it is the fact of the food being prepared, at the present time, by 
“ means of the Cérpa, &c., that has been brought forward as the Reason 
“(which is not found to be applicable to the Homa, which is not found to 
“prepare any food at the time), the word ‘upapatti’ may be taken as 
“pointing to the possibility of the food being prepared by means of the 
“ Homa; and this is what is meant by the Bhashya—‘ the food can be pre- 
“ pared by means of that also.’ 

“ Another objection is raised in the Bhashya : ‘The passage in question 
‘distinctly says that the food is prepared by means of it; why then, should 
“vou say it can be prepared’ P 

“The reply given to this is that it is absolutely impossible to speak 
“of the Present Tense (because the Czrpa is not found to prepare the food 
“ actually at the time that the Homa is being offered), 

“ Or, the Bhāshya may be taken as replying to a self-raised objection ; 
“the sense in that case, would be this: If the passage be taken as 
“ refering, not to the Çürpa, but to the Darvi, &c., on the ground of these 
“latter not being the means of preparing the food at the present time, — 
“then, the same might be said with regard to the Çūrpa also; and the 
“ passage would cease to be any Praise at all; hence just as the Siddhānti 
“ would make the passage out to be a Praise, exactly in the same man- 
‘ner could we also explain it as only laying down a reason for the 
« Homa. - 

“The Bhashyu sentence following this is ‘ Hétau ca Crutih,’ &e.; and 
“as this is quite irrelevant as it is, we must take it along with the closing 
“ sentences of the Bhashya. 

“Says the Bhashya—there can be only an indirect indication of Praise ; 
“and this means that the sentence in question indicates the excellence of 
“the Homa, indirectly, through the fact of its bringing about a universally 
“ desirable result in the shape of food. 

“ And in this case, the sentence—‘ Curpéna hi annan kriyaté’—is to 
“be taken as only describing a fact of nature, the general preparation of 
‘‘ fuod with reference to the particular object, Ciirpa. 

“Or, the Sira may be construed in the following manner: If we take 
“ the sentence as laying down a Reason, we have an ‘ arthavativa ’—4i.e., it 
“ serves a much more useful purpose than if it were a mere Artharada ;— 
“and even though the relationship between the Çürpa and the preparation 
“of food is not quite recognised, yet we have its ‘upapatti’ (proof 
‘or possibility) based upon the assumed Vedic sentence referred to 
“ above. 

“For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question must be 
“taken as laying down a Reason for the pe: formance of the Huma by means 
“of the Curpa.” 
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In reply to the above we have the following — 
SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (T). It 1s a Praise; because of its being preceded by 
verbal authority ; while there 1s no Injunction of another. 


The Instrumental case-ending in the word ‘ Çūrpēna’ duectly pots 
to the performance of the Homa as to be done by the Çürpa, and as such 
having the direct support of the Veda, 1t cannot be urged,—either as a mere 
acceptable alternative, or as an optional alternative, or as a companion 
alternative,—that the Homa ıs to be performed with the Darvi, &c, the 
instrumentality whereof 1s only pointed out by Inference Because the 
Homa having all its requirements fulfilled by the Carpa, does not stand m 
need of any othe: thing , and as there is no direct Vedic text laying down 
the instrumentality of the Darvi, &c, the mere recognition of the instruo- 
mentality of the Çıpa (as pointed out in the Vedic text) shuts the way 
of the mference of any Vedic texts (an support of the instrumentality of 
the Duwvi, &c) This is what is meant by the expiession—There 1s no In- 
junction of another,—(1e, of the Darri, &c ) 

As for the pointing out of a reason (for the performance of the Homa 
in a certain way), this becomes accomplished by the Praise itself, and as 
such by taking the sentence as pointing out such a Reason only, we only 
court the necessity of having to assume unheard of instances 

Then again, the direct assertion of the Ca:pa (as the instrument to be 
employed) falling within the scope of the Injunction, being found to 
be distinct, and not having any other purpose to serve, ıt cannot be 
altogether neglected Hence, there are only two ways of taking the expres- 
sion —because wt prepares the food —(1) this expression having no direct 
connection with the Injunction ‘this should be done,’ we can take 1b 
as indirectly indicating the fact of the Çıpa possessing an excellent 
quality, or (2) ıt may be taken as directly expressing this latter 
fact Any way, the expression by itself is incapable of being taken as 
laying down a Reason in support of the Injunction , and hence it comes to 
be taken as mentioning the reason for the excellence which stands in 
need of the support of a Reason that happens to be mixed up with the 
force of the Injunction, and of which the object of the Injunction stands in 
need The meaning of the said expression thus comes to be - The Curpa ıs 
an excellent anstrument, because ıt prepares the food Both of these explana- 
tions are capable of being supported by well-recognised instances, and 
as such do not necessitate the Inference of any unheard of Vedic texts 
Because ıt is a universally recognised fact that, (1) that which 1s excellent 
deserves to be done, and (2) that, that which is a means of preparmg the 
food 1s excellent. 
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The sentence—‘ there is no Injunction of another’ may be explained in 
another way: According to you, all that is a means of preparing the food, 
will be the objects of Injunction; but Darvi, &c., are not the means of 
preparing the food; because it is the action, of cooking f.i., that is known 


to be the direct means of the preparation of the food. This jatroduces the 
next Siira. 


Sutra (28). Obj.: “Any praise of that which is useless is 
not allowable.” 


Some people might argue—“If cooking, &c., are tha means of pre- 
paring the food, the Gérpa cannot be recognised as the means of its pre- 
paration; and as such there can be no such praise of it, as explained above.” 


To this we make the following reply :— 


Sutra (29). Reply: But there is a use for it: inasmuch as 
it forms part of the Injunction; as even in the ordinary world. 


According to us, there is a distinct use which forms the object of the 
praise,—this use consisting in the fact of the Carpa being the means of 
the preparation of food. Inasmuch as it forms part of another sentence, 
the mention of such instrumentality is found only to serve the purpose 
of another (1.e., the Injunction), and thereby has only a secondary position; 
and as such, it must be taken as thereby describing a certain fact, with 
reference to another object that forms the object of the Injunction. Such 
description again can be only of a fact that is well known; and conse- 
quently we find the very words (of the Vedic text) distinctly pointing to 
the conclusion that the sentence describes only sach useful instrumentality 
of the Curpa as has been met with in ordinary experience ; (and as such 
the instrumentality of the Çürpa cannot be denied). 

This also explains the use of the present tense (in ‘ Kriyaié’) ; but 
even though the present tense has been used, yet it is an admitted fact 
that, whether something ts to be done (in the future) or has already been 
done ,(in the past), whenever we have got to describe, or praise, such an 
object, we speak of it as being done (‘ Kriyat@’). As to why the present 
tense has been used in a Praise,—all that we can say is that it is due to 
the fact that men, as a rule, are more attracted to the present than either 
to the past or to the future ; and as‘a matter of fact, it is only by recalling 
the fact of the effects, that a certain action brings about at the time that 
it is performed, that people are attracted to it, even at other times; 
consequently with a view to praising the Çūrpa, we have the sentence 
‘it prepares the food.’ 

Or, we may take the sentence as praising the Çërpa, after having trans- 
ferred the present character of the capability of preparing the food to the 
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preparation itaelf (which would justify the use of the present tense in 
‘Kriyat®") ; because people are attracted more to what is actually manifested 
than to any latent capabilities, and as such the Praise could be duly 
effective only when describing a fact as actually manifested in the present, 
and not when merely pointing out a capability. 

On the other hand, ın your theory, masmuch as you hold the sentence 
to contain the Injunction (of a Reason), there would be a distinct harm done 
by the non-comprehension of the instrumentality of the preparation of food 
and the present character, (with direct reference to the Çërpa) 

“Why so”? 

Well, because, there can be an Injunction of only that which has not 
been got at by any other means, and hence ın the case of an Injunction, the 
acceptance of anything apart from what 1s directly expressed by it is not 
allowable This ıs what 1s meant by the Bhaishya:—In the Injunction, 
there ss no need of the meaning of any other words, because it is only in 
the case of indirect indication, that there is a need of the help of the 
meanings of other words And ıt would be necessary to assume the word 
in the present tense (‘ Kriyaté”) to indicate the meaning of a word in the 
past (‘ Akirz’), and ın the future (‘ Kārıshyatē ’), or that of a word denoting 
the present character of the Capabihiy (such as ‘ Cakyaté’) ; and it 19 only 
when the word ‘ Kriyaté’ could be taken ın accordance with these assump- 
tions, that the Instrumental case ending in ‘ Curpéna’ could be taken as 
denoting direct instrumentality As a matter of fact, however, instances 
of such assumptions have never been met with, and as such they cannot 
be allowable. 

If, again, the words be taken ın their direct signification, then, ıt would 
not be possible for the Veda to enjom anything as capable of being 
brought forward, while it would be pointing out either the present time 
or the chief Inst:ument That ıs to say, the Homa 1s not capable of being 
performed either by the (Girpa, §c, while these are actually being 
employed in the preparation of the food, or by the cooking which 1s held to 
be the chief Instrument (or means) of the preparation of food. Therefore, 
in both cases, the theory 18 absolutely untenable. 

According to our theory, on the other hand, inasmuch as the sentence 
in question is taken only as explanatory of the foregoing, the words can be 
taken in their indirect sigmfications. For instance, in ordinary parlance, 
we find such an expression as Balavān Dévadattah, where though the affix 
‘ Matup’ (in Balavan) has been laid down to be ın the sense of Excess, 
yet we do not find ıt clearly expressed as to in qompaiison with whom 
Dévadatta is strong, and the direct sigmification of the word ‘balavan’ 
would be that he is the strongest among all hving beings, but this 1s not 
possible because, as a matter of fact, there are many stronger animals, 
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such as the Lion, &c.; hence we take the word to signify the presence of a 
strength greater only than that of those animals that are known to be 
weaker than Dévadatta. Exactly in the same manner, we can speak of the 
Çūrpa as the ‘chief instrament’ (in the preparation of the food), in com- 
parison to such objects as the plough and the like, which have a mach 
more remote instrumentality in that preparation. 

It may be argued that—* in that case such comparative signification of 
the word would come to be its chief denotation; and it is for this reason 
that the word ‘ dalavan,’ used with reference to Dévadatta, is not admitted 
to have any indirect signification.” 

This is trae enough, when the word ‘balavdn’ is used with reference 
to Dévadatta, in comparison with weaker persons in general; but when the 
word is found to be incapable of referring to certain weak persons in parti- 
cular, it would directly give rise to an idea of Dévadatta being stronger 
than even those who possess greater strength; and in that case, if we take 
the word to point to the fact of Dévadatta being stronger than those 
weaker than him, then this would be taking it in an indirect sense. In the 
game manner, when the fact of being the means of the preparation of food 
is taken to be brought forth as descriptive of the Çürpa, which forms an 
object of the Injunction,—then (1) such description may be taken in its 
direct signification—that the Çürpu is the more important means (or Instru- 
ment) in the preparation of the food, than the remoter instruments in 
general; or (2) it may be taken in its indirect signification, inasmuch 
as.no such remoter Instrument is mentioned; and the meaning would 
be that the Çürpa is the one principal instrument in the preparation of food 
(which is not true). 

In accordance with your theory, ou the other hand, the sentence being 
an Injunction, and as such laying down something not got at by other 
means, the fact of the Curpa being the principal Instrument, as also its 
present character, would have to be taken as mentioned with reference to the 
Action in question ; and as such there would be no ground for any Compari- 
son or Secondary (indirect) character; and hence there would be a greater 
difficulty in the interpretation of the sentence. And thus there is no 
equality between the two theories, 


Sutra (30). If it were a Reason, it would be restricted (to 
the Giirpa only); because of the specification. If it be urged that 
through singularity (the Darvi, &c., would also be taken as refer- 
red to),—then, in that case, there would be an indecisiveness of the 
Injunctions. 

This Sitra admits, for the sake of argument, the position of the 
opponent. Even if the sentence were an Injunction of the Reason that 
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Injunction could not be taken as referring to the Darvi, &c. Because it 19 
distinctly with reference to the Cérpa that the sentence lays down the 
Reason, in the shape of its beng an instrument in the preparation of food. 
And specially as such instrumentality 1s not recognised ın ordinary expen- 
ence, the only resource that we have, for taking the injunction to refer to 
the Darvi, &c., also, 1s to assume a Vedic text bringing forward an instance 
in support of the sentence in question But for assuming such a text, the 
only giound that we can have is the apparent mconsistency of another 
direct Vedic text (the sentence in question), and as a matter of fact, this 
apparent mconsistency cannot justify the assumption of anything more 
than what is absolutely necessary for the consistency of the Vedic text in 
question. 

Then again, the connection of the Carpe with the Homa having been 
laid down, the mention of the properties of any other things would be no 
reason for such relationship, and hence ıt would be necessary to mention 
a certain quality of the Çürpa alone,—viz., its mnstrumentality ın the pre- 
paration of the food; and on account of the proximity of the description 
of the quality to a mention of the Çürpa, we conclude that the description 
refers to the Curpa alone 

Even ın ordinary parlance, we always find that when a certain property 
1s mentioned ın connection with a certain object, the quality 1s cognised, first 
of all, only as belonging to that object (as for instance in the argument ‘Fire, 
because smoke’, thesmoke which is the Reason is cognised at first, as resid- 
img in the particular mountain only), and 1t1s only when the corroborative 
instance comes to be cited (‘ Whatever has smoke is fiery, as the culinary 
hearth’) that we come to recognise the fact that ıt 18 the smoky substance m 
general that is meant, as otherwise, with the particular case alone, there 
could be no unified collective idea of the presence of fire (that 1s to say, 
unless we have an idea that wherever there ts smoke there 18 fire, we cannot 
deduce the presence of fire from the presence of smoke) 

In the Veda, the Reason is not cognised as appertaining to what has 
to be pioved by it, exther in its genuine or specific form , the particular sort 
of relationship has always got to be assumed ın accordance with Apparent 
Inconsistency And in the case ın question, we find, (1) that a defimte 
particular object (the Gurpa) ıs distinctly mentioned, (2) any generic instru- 
mentahty is not o.dmarily recognised, and (3) there ıs no reason for reject- 
ing what ıs directly mentioned . and hence all the Apparent Inconsistency 
that there can be in the case is limited to the particular case (of the Ciurpa 
being employed ın the Homa and its being the mstrament for preparmg 
food) , and as such ıt can justify the assumption of only that text which 
would show an instance corroborating that particular case ouly; because it 
would be, 1a the absence of this particular instance only, that the mention 
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of the Reason (with regard to the Curpa) would remain inconsistent. On 
the other hand, if we omit to assume the fact of the Homa being counected 
with such other implements as the Darvi and the like, there is nothing, 
either directly perceived or mentioned in the Veda, that would remain 
inconsistent (for want of such anassumption). Therefore the only instance 
that we could assume would be in some such form as—‘ whichever Cirpa is 
found to be instrumental in the preparation of food, is also used in the 
offering of the Homa.’ 

The inference of such a text would be what is technically known as 
the ‘ Vigéshadrshta’ Inference. For instance, even in ordinary experience, if 
the smoke that is perceived is recognised as proceeding from a particular 
grass, the fire that is inferred is also that proceeding from the burning of 
that grass, and not Fire in general; and again though the root ‘ gam’ is 
generally recognised as denoting to go; yet when perceived, in the word ‘ga’ 
(cow) f.i., after the word has been found to denote the particular animal with 
dewlaps, &c., it comes to be recognised as pointing to the ‘ going’ of the 
cow only, and not to thatof all moving things. Exactly in the same manner, 
inasmuch as the Reason—the Instrumentality in the preparation of food 
—has been mentioned in distinct connection with the ‘ Carpu,’ it cannot be 
regarded as pertaining to any other things. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence would be this: ‘ Whichever 
Çürpa is found capable of preparing the food should be used in the offering 
of the Homa ; and any other objects, the Darvi, &c., cannot be included in 
this, For instance, anen 2 Strongly blown fire is mentioned as the Reason 
for burning, it points to the fact that, if not strongly blown, the Fire would 
not burn, and not that the conch-shell, when strongly blown, would burn. 

Thus alone could any definite interpretation be arrived at. 

If however the ‘Instrumentality in the preparation of food, as men- 
tioned with reference to the Çūrpa, be taken as pointing to its concomitant 
—viz., the great genns (“ Instrument in the preparation of food”) —, then, 
whatever is perceived in the world could, in some way or other, be spoken 
of as an ‘ instrument in the preparation of food’; and as such, there being an 
indecisiveness (as to the Instrument really meant), the sentence taid be 
taken as referring to all the objects connected with the Home+ and hence 
the expression ‘instrumental in the preparation of food’ would be agwo- 
lutely useless. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence cannot be rightly 
taken as laying down a Reason; and as such we must take it as containing 
a Praise (of the Çūrpa as the one thing to be used in the offering of 
the Home). 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[Treating of the Mantras. ] 


Sutra (31). “Because the Scriptures lay down directions (for 
the use of mantras, they cannot be meant to convey any mean- 
ings)” (A). 

Finding the word ‘ Anartha’ mentioned in the Parvapaksha in con- 
nection with the mantras, some people put forward the question of this 
Adhikarena as—‘ Have the mantras any meaning, or are they absolutely 
meaningless’ ? 

But this is not quite the correct form of the question considered here. 
Because all words are distinctly found to convey some sort of a meaning ; 
aud as such there can never be any question as to their having a meaning ; 
for instance, Fire being found to actually burn certain things, we do not 
proceed to consider whether or not it is capable of burning. As a matter 
of fact, in all cases, the potentialities of words are inferred from the effects 
that they actually bring about; and in the case of mantras, we find that 
as soon as they are pronounced, they convey a certain definite meaning. 
Nor are the Pirvapakshas on this point capable of being answered by the 
single Stitra I—ii—40. 

For these reasons, considering the above question inappropriate, the 
Bhashya lays dowa the question in the following form: ‘“‘ Are the mantras 
meant to convey a meaning, or are they not so meant” ? 

It may be argued that for the aforesaid reasons, even this question 
eannot be a fit object for discussion. But this is not true; because even 
the sentences that have a definite meaning, we find to be of two kinds 
(seme being pronounced for tire purpose of conveying some meaning, while 
others ne proncunced only for the sake of the verbal expression). And 
as a matter of fact, though the utterance of the sentence, and the convey- 
ing of its meaning, always go hand in hand, yet it is possible that the 
desire of the speaker may lie in only one of these; and in this there is 
somo sort of a difference between the two; for instance, when a person 
desires to express a certain fact, the utterance of the sentence comes as & 
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matter of course; whereas when he desires only to express the mere verbal 
forms of sentences, the expression of the meaning comes about only 
by the way (through the exigencies of the force of concomitant circum- 
stances); as we find in the case of Japa, and the repetition of mantras for 
the curing of poisons. And hence there is an occasion for discussion on 
this point. 

Objection: “ But what connection has this question got with the 
“treatment of the means of knowing Dharma” ? 

Reply: We have already considered the Pirvapaksha that the Veda 
having the sole purpose of pointing out the Actions to be performed, that 
whieh is not found to serve such a purpose must be ‘concluded to be useless 
and. untrustworthy ; and hence the question of the authority of the mantras 
in the matter of Dharma being only a phase of this previous P#rvapaksha, 
the answer that we have given on the former occasion would apply to this 
case also; and as such there can be no need for bringing up the question of 
the authority of the mantras. Specially as we all know that when even 
such apparently incohereut sentences as—‘* He wept and from that was silver 
produced ’—are capable of being somehow or other made out to be an 
authority with regard to Dharma, there can be no doubt with regard to 
the authority of the mantras. And hence all that we have got to consider 
now is the question of the particular uses of the mantras. 

That the mantras are neither Injunctions nor mere Valedictory sentences 
will be shown by the Author himself later on, when it will be pointed 
out that they cannot be Injunctions, because they have not the form of 
an Injunction ; and that they cannot be Valedictory sentences, because there 
canbe no Praise of that which is laid down elsewhere. Then the only 
use that is left lies in the employment of the words of the mantras ; 
and hence it is only natural to consider the question as to their bemg used 
for the purpose of conveying some meaning, or for that of giving evpres- 
sion to the mere words, In the case of the Samas too, though they have 
no meanings, yet we can have a doubt as to whether they are pronounced 
merely for the sake of being pronounced, or for the sake of giving 
expression to the letters composing them. 

A question might here be asked—“ How could the Pirvapaksha ac- 
count for the use of such mantras as are not connected with any direct 
direction in the Veda (and are used only in accordance with their own 
meanings) ” ? 

To this, some people mako the following reply : “ It is with a view 
to stop the use of such mantras that the Pūrvapakshi proceeds to establish 
the fact of the speaker having no desire to convey any meaning by 
the use of mantras, because he knows that no one ever uses maniras 
that have no meanings. Thus it is that the sentence in the BhAashya—do 
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the mantias help by the mere utterance—which savours of being the declara- 
tion of a well-established fact—ceases to be absolutely incoherent And 
the evil motive lurking in the mind of the Pūrvapakshı 1s somewhat lke 
this. ‘If the Siddhdnt: should declare that the mantras help by mere utter- 
ance, then I shall be able tc show to him that such mantras can never be 
used.” And the Pūrvapakshı, in the Bhashya, in pointing out the use of 
the mantra ‘ Varhirdevasadandami,’ is found to be denying the fact of the 
mantra being used on the occasion of the chopping of grass, and what he 
means by this 1s to strike at the very usefulness of the mantra ” 

Or, ıt may be that the Pérvapaksha accepts the fact of the mantras 
being actually used, as being ın accordance with the theory of persons 
knowing all about sacrifices, and hence not discussing this, it takes up 
another discussion. And as for the qnestion—‘ How 15 it that the theory 
of persons knowing the details of sacrifices has been left aside, and its 
correctness or incorrectness has not been tested’ ?—, the reason why this 
point has been disregarded is this: That the mantras are actually used 1s 
a fact firmly established by the mere fact of their being accepted as such by 
all the best men of the three higher castes,—exactly like the works on Smrts; 
this fact cannot be set aside , and henceit ıs the very source or basis of this 
fact that we proceed to consider And if the Pirvapaksha theory turns 
out to be the coriect one, then, there being no other authority for the 
Baid fact, we shall seek for ıtın the Inference of Vedic texts laying 
down the use of the mantra in question, while in accordance with the 
Siddkanta theory the Indicative Power and the Context of the mantra itself 
would serve as the required authority. 

Or, the PUR VAPAK8Ha<A) may be expounded n the following manner. 
“ That the mantras serve a distinctly useful purpose of man 1s pointed 
“out by the very Injunction of the study of the Vean , and hence whatever 
“is found to be in contact with the Darca-Pirnamdsa and other sacriicés, 
y -o through + ntactical order or through Contert, is accepted as serving a 

usefn! purpose, such for mstance are the sentences dealing with the 
“ Praydjas, ‘as also the forms of the mantras Of these the former are found 
*to serve a purpose, by a distinct pointing out of what they directly signify 
“viz , the performance of certain minor sacrifices) , and hence though they 
“have certain verbal forms of themselves, they do not serve any purpose, 
“through these verbal forms As for the mantras, however, they are found 
“to be expressing meanings, that are not of any use ın the sacrifices, and 
“as such we can have no need of these, so fur as their meaning 18 con- 
“cerned, as for the purposes of Praise, Injunction, and Remembrance, 
“these are found to be fulfilled by other means, and hence we cannot 
“but conclude that the only purpose that the mantras can serve is in the 
“use of their mere verbal forms, as ıs also pointed out by the passages 
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“that lay down their uses. As for the Injunction of the study of the 
“ Veda, this too, having its purposes fulfilled by the more proximate 
“verbal text of the mantras, cannot extend to the more distant deno- 
“tation (or meaning) of these mantras. In the case of the passages 
‘dealing with the Pray@jas, &c., also, though our first impression is that 
“ of these also, it is the verbal text only that is to be employed,—yet, such 
€ use is concluded to be improper, when it is found that they express certain 
“facts, that are distinctly useful in the actual performance of the sacrifices. 
“No such facts, however, are found to be expressed by the mantras. Then 
“again, it is only when the verbal text is not found to be of any use that we 
“ conclude the purpose of a sentence to be in what it signifies; in the case 
“of the maniras, however, we find that it is their verbal texts that serve 
‘‘ distinctly useful purposes. And even if the meaning of a sentence be 
“held to be more important than its verbal form, it is only to the word 
“that a person has to be directed first of all; because the meaning is 
“expressed after the word has been used. And hence we conclude that 
“it is the mere verbal form of the mantra that-is of use (in the per- 
“formance of sacrifices). And it is in view of these facts that we have to 
“take the following Pérvapaksha Sutras. 

“In consideration of the order of the Siddhanta Sittras, we should 
“change the order of the examples cited, from the ‘ Abhryadana’ down- 
“wards. The Bhdshya, however, has not paid any heed to the order of the 
“ examples, because it was thought that the discussion would be equally 
“clear, wherever the examples might be cited, and hence he begins with 
“the mantra— Urupratha, Uruprathasva,’ &e. 

“Says the Bhashya: Just as one who has eyes, Fc. And the meaning 
“of this is that though a person who has his eyes intact, yet having his 
“ vision blurred by some cause or other, when he is found being led by 
“ another person, the irresistable conclusion is that he does not see with his 
“eves: and exactly, in the same manner, when a person comes across the 
u text ofa mantra, though his first impression is that it has a certain mear,_ 
“ing, yet, as soon as he finds another sentence laying down iis "ses he 
“naturally concludes that the mantra, itself, has not the capability of 
“ indicating its own use; and this distinctly shows that the meaning of the 
“ mantra is tobe disregarded altogether; for if any importance were attach- 
“ ed to the meaning, the use of the mantra would be Cadicated by the manira 
“itself, through such a meaning. 

“ An objection is raised in the Bhashya: ‘The mantra may have the 
“ character of an Arthavada,—that is to say, as a Praise of the Injunction of 
“ the mantra inferred from the exigencies of its indicative Force and Context.’ 

“The reply given in the Bhashyais that itis not so; because Arthavadas 
& have been shown to serve the purpose of Praising only when taken along 

11 


82 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH I—PĀDA II—ADHI IV 


‘with Injunctions , in a case however where the Injunction, whether direct 
“or inferred, appears apart from the passage in question, there being no 
‘¢ Praise found in proximity to the Injunction itself, the necessary persua- 
‘sion 18 accepted as being acomplished by its own force , and as such, there 
“ being no need for any other persuasive agency, no remote Praise can serve 
“ any useful purpose with regard to that Injunction 

* Similarly, too, in the case of the Abhryadana mantras, their very form 
‘¢ points to the fact of their being employed at the action in question , and 
“ as such the subsequent direction that ‘one is to hold by all the four’ is 
“useless. Even if this direction served the purpose of indicating the 
* number ‘four’ (which 1s not mdicated by the mantras themselves), the 
“ number thus rndicated would be that which appertains to the mantras, and 
‘6 not to the Achon ; because the property of one thing cannot be transferred 
“to another. The number too, not being an Action, could not be taken to be 
“ laid down as an auxihary to the Action 

“Thus then, the construction of the sentence would be somewhat in 
“this form ‘These that are four in number, by means of these, one should 
“hold the Abhryas’, but these were four, even before the declaration ; 
“hence the assertion would be absolutely useless. And furtherthe number 
“not being auxihary to the principal Action, and there being no collective 
s word, the potentiality in question would have to be accepted as appertain- 
“ ıng to each of the four Abhryas ; and as such there would be nothing to 
“ set aside the contingency of these being taken as four optional alterna- 
“ tives. 

“ In accordance with our theory, however, the peculiar transcendental 
“result being only capable of being indicated by the repetition, there 
“would be no means of ascertaining its existence, before all the four had 
“been held , and as such, it 1s only proper that these four should be taken 
* collectively. 

“In the case of the sentence—Imamagrbhnam, §c , styacvabhidhani- 
“ madatté,—as for the holding of the rems of the Horse and the Ass; 
“ıt 1s distinctly mdicated by the exigencies of the circumstances; and 
“as such there can be no injunction for the holding of these. And as 
“for the mantra too, its use is indicated by ita very form, and as such 
“the direction «iyagvabhidhanimadatté cannot be of much use. 

“ An objection ıs raised in the Bhāshya— The direction would serve 
“ the purpose of rejecting the holding of the rens of the ass.’ 

“ And the reply given 1s—‘ na gaknots parisankhyatum, parisancakshano 
“ha, &e, &e. That 1s to say, in the word ‘ parisankhyd,’ the prefix ‘pari’ 
i signifying rejection, the word must be taken as denoting the zdeq of such 

rejection or exclusion , and this idea could refer e1ther to the holding of the 
“roms of the ass, or to the using of the mantra at such holding ; and both these 
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“alternatives arè open to three objections, viz: (1) if the direction be taken 
“as an Injunction, then the said idea of the rejection would be that ‘such and 
“such reins are not held’ ; and in this the Injunction would be abandoning 
“ its own original meaning or purpose (of laying down the holding of certain 
“ reins); (2) it would be necessary to bring in the meaning of another 
“ sentence—that the reins of the ass are not to be held (which is not signified 
“by the sentence in question); (3) we would have to set aside the 
“ employment of the mantra at the holding of the ass’ reins, though such 
“ employment is indicated by the form of the mantra itself. When how- 
“ever, the direction is taken as indicating a certain transcendental result, 
‘(as we hold) it could be taken along with anything we please, being oa< 
“ actly like a blind man. In the sentence ‘ ityagvabhidhanimadatt2, if there 
“were a certain definite relationship between the word ‘ié’ and the 
“word ‘agwibhidkanim,’ then it could be taken as indicating the re- 
“ jection (of the holding of the ass’ reins). As a matter of fact, however, 
“ there is no such relationship; because all case-nouns having the pır- 
“pose of accomplishing the work of the Verb, there can be no mutual 
“relationship among themselves; and for this very reason, the sentence 
“to would be connected with the Verb only ; and this is only one; and the 
“exigencies of the context and the particular transcendental result apper- 
“tain equally to both holdings (those of the reins of the horse and the 
“ ass); and hence there can be no Parisankhya or exclusion, 

“The Bhashya sums up the whole discussion thus :—Thus we conclude 
“that the mantra, ‘ Varhirdévasadandami,’ cannot be taken as pointing 
“to the fact of the mantra being employed in the chopping of grass. And 
‘we find that the Principal Direction (laying down the procedure of 
“ the sacrifice) itself distinctly points out all mantras to be employed at the 
‘Principal sacrifice; and as such having no use apart from the perform- 
“ance of this sacrifice, they could never have any connection with the 
‘subsidiary Actions. Nor would there be any chance of the mantras being 
“repeated in the wrong place; because the occasion of their use is 
“fixed by the order of the context in which they occur ; and hence there 
“ could be no chance of people ignoring the conditions of the sacrifices, and 
“ repeating at once the whole of the Anucaika or Adhydya (of the Veda 
“ dealing with the sacrifices). 


Sutra (82). (B) “Also, because of the fixed order of the 
sentences.” 


“Tn the case of the mantra— Agnirmirdha, &c., —the sense that would 
“be got from this form of the sentence would be exactly the same as that 
obtained, if the sentence were read as—‘ Mérdhagnth, Sc.’ ; and as such, 
“any restriction or fixity of the order of the words would be useless (if any 
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“ meaning were desired to be conveyed by the mantra) If, however, we take 
“ the mantras as being repeated only with a view to a certain transcendental 
“result, following from a repetition of the words in a fixed order,—then 
“there would be no ground for believing the same result to follow if the 
“ order of the words were changed , and as such the restriction of the order, 
‘in this case, would serve a distinctly useful purpose If ıt be urged that 
“ there is a certain tianscendental result that follows from the cognition of 
“the meanings of each of the words in the particular order ın which they 
“occur an the mantra,—then (we reply that) such a result would be accom- 
“plished by the mere repetition of the text of the mantra ; because the 
“particular order of the cognition of the meanings of the words depends 
“ upon such repetition only 

“In a case where the restriction is found to serve a visible pur- 
‘ pose,—for instance, the restrictions of roots, affixes and compounds, that 
“we meet with in connection with such words as ‘ Indragni,’ ‘ Nilotpalam,’ 
<‘ Rõjapmushah; ‘ Crtraguh,’ ‘ Nishkaugimbih,’ and the like—it 1s only 
t proper that we should have one, as, otherwise, the words would either be- 
‘come incorrect, or signify something totally different, or become absolutely 
“meaningless The sequence of the words in the aforesaid compounds 18 
“ın acco: dance with such rules as that—‘ m a Dvandva compound the word 
“that begins with a vowel and ends with the letters of the at pratyahara 
“should be placed first’ (Pa@ninz 11—n—33), and the lıke, and hence the 
“compound ‘agnindrau’ would be grammatically mcorrect, and the 
“compound ‘ Purushariyah’ would have a meaning different from that of 
“* Rajyapurushah’, wile the word ‘Kaugambunth ” would be absolutely 


st ‘meaningless If we meet wits the word ‘Agnindraw’ in the Veda, we 


nerona explain the anomaly ag being a. peculharty or tne Yeda, or formed 


“in consideration of the fact of Agni being taken as the Thore important 
“deity of the two, when, however, both of them are consıdered to be 
“of equal OPETE ‘ Indrāgnī” would be the only correct form 

“It may be urged that—‘in the case ın question also, any change in 
“the order of the words would make the sentence lose the character of a 
“ mantra’ But this would be the case only 1f no meaning were desired to 
“be conveyed by the mantra, while (1f the meanig were desired to be 
“ conveyed, then) 1nasmuch as a change in the order of the words would 
“not make any difference in the meamwe of the mantra, we do not know 
“on what ground 16 could be said to lose its true character 

“(1) And thus the present Sita could be taken as pomting to the fact 
“of the character of the mantra being established with regard to a certain 
“sentence, on the ground of the order of the words beng fixed (2) Or, it 
“may be taken as laying down the fact of a mantra being used ata saori- 
“ fice in accordance with the rules laid down in a particular context, as a 
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“reason for holding that no meaning is desired to be conveyed by the 
“mantra ; because if any significance were attached to the meaning of the 
“mantra, there would be no such differentiation, in the case of the same 
“mantra, as that, ‘this belongs to one sacrifice and that to another.’ (3) 
“Or, ib may be taken to mean that, inasmuch as the denotative power of all 
“ sentences—whether occurring in mantras or in ordinary parlance—is 
“the same, any such restriction as that a certain sentence is a mantra 
“cannot but have a certain transcendental result in view. (4) Or, the 
“ reason propounded in the Sutra may be taken as that, inasmuch as the 
“ Deity could be thought of by such means as contemplation and the like, 
“ the fact of there being a restriction that it should be done by means of 
“the mantra only, shows that this restriction is in view of a certain trans- 
“ cendental result ; because as far as the visible results are concerned, there 
“ appears to be no difference between the mantra and such other means as 
“contemplation and the like. 


Sutra (33). (C) “Because of the directions pertaining to the 
learned.” 


“ We find that there is an Injunction—‘One should move abont, 
“ pronouncing agnid agnid’ ; and in connection with this it is urged that, 
“in accordance with the law arrived at in an Adhikarana of Adhyāya III, 
“ (Vide, ILI—vii—18) that an ignorant Priest is not in keeping with the 
“ injunctions of the Veda, it becomes necessary for the Priest to know the 
“meaning of such words as ‘agnid’ and the like, before he begins the 
“ sacrifice itself ; and as such the direction accompanying these words could 
“ not be taken as pointing out the meaning of these words because (as for 
“one who does not know the meaning, he is not entitled to the position of 
“the Priest; while as for the learned priest) the pointing out of the meaning 
“would be a useless repetition; and hence we conclude that the direction 
“must have been put forth only with a view to a transcendental result. 

“ Nor can it be urged that the mantra serves the purpose of reminding 
“ the Priest (of the meaning of the words) ; because such remembrance is 
“ found to be accomplished by means of the expert character of the Priest, 
“ obtained from a thorough study of the Brahmanas. And as for the means 
“ of manifesting this expert character, we could accept either the completion 
“of the previous action, or the duly studied Brahmana itself, to be this 
“ means; and hence the mantras could serve no useful purpose in connec- 
“tion with this manifestation. 

“Even the particular Sanskdra (or Capability), that is held to be 
“ brought about by means of the mantras, could be none other than a certain 
“transcendental result; and hence this theory comes within the Pérva- 
“ paksha itself. 
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“ Then again, even when a meaning of the mantra is accepted, it is 
“not found capable of serving any visible purpose, so in this case also, 
“it becomes necessary to assume, in the end, a transcendental result, 
“Why then should not we assume such a one, m the very beginning, 
“ holding it to follow from the mere utterance of the mantra ” ? 


Sutra (34). (D) “Because they speak of things that do not 
exist.” 


“We find a certain mantra speaking of ‘ four horns’; and certainly 
“we do not perceive any such thing, ın any way connected either with 
“the Primary or the Subsidiary Sacrifices Even though it might be 
“taken as figuratively describing certain things in connection with the 
“sacrifice, yet as no such thing as the ‘four horns’ is found to be any 
“object of the performance (of the sacrifice), there can be no use of 
“reminding one of sucha thing. Specially as it 1s not quite clear when 
“and where the mantra in question is to be employed. While on the 
“other hand, it is quite clear, from the text of the mantia itself, and the 
“order of its words, that ıt has got to be repeated, and hence the 
“theory of the Purvapaksha becomes duly established. 

“ The mantras—‘ Ma mā hinsth’ (‘Donot kill, &c , &e’), being laid down 
“with reference to the altar, where the offering-material is kept, cannot 
“ be admitted to be uttered with any desire to convey a meaning, because 
“such requests can never be proffered to an inanimate object (like the 
“altar); as 1b 18 absolutely impossible for the altar to ‘Jnll,’ ıt 1s simply 
“absurd to request it ‘not to kill.’ ” 


Sutra (35). (E) “Because they are addressed to insensate 
things.” 

“ We meet with such mantras as—‘ Oshadhé trayasva’ (Protect us, 
“O plant!), ‘Crnota gravanah’ (Insten, O ye stones’), which are ad- 
“dressed with the purpose of attracting attention to the action im 
“hand ; but no such attraction of insensate things is possible , nor can the 
“direction prompt men either ta the protection of the animal, or to 
“the hstening to the Morning Hymn, and hence if any significance 18 
“ attached to the meaning of these mantras, they are found to be absolutely 
“useless.” 


Sutra (36). (F) “Because there are contradictions in the 
signification.” 

“ In the case of the mantra— Aditirdyauraditirantariksham '—we find 
“that the same object is spoken of both as ‘Heaven’ and ‘Sky’; so also in 
“the mantra— Ekorudri na dvttiyo’ vatasth2,......asankhyatah sahasriint yé 
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“rydrah, d&c., &c., we find the same Rudra mentioned both as one and as 
“many; and these are clear cases of self-contradiction, 

“Then again, how could Aditi, a Deity, be either the Heaven or the 
“Sky? Nor can these discrepancies be explained away as mere Praise; 
“because it is only such Praises as are connected with certain Injunctions 
“that are accepted to have any use; and as for the Praise contained in 


“the mantra, it cannot serve any useful purpose; and as such we can 
“ attach no importance to it.” 


Sutra (87). (G) “Because there is no teaching ofthe meaning, 
as there is of the text of the mantras.” 


“ It is a universally admitted fact that the Veda is studied for the sake 
“of the performance of sacrifices; and as such only that part of it has 
“to be learnt by people, which is found to serve a usefal purpose in 
“such performance. And as a matter of fact, we find that all revered 
“teachers learned in the Veda put forth their efforts towards the teaching, 
“to the students, of the mere Verbal Text of the mantras, and not to- 
“wards that of its meaning, though it is always in close proximity to the 
“text. And from this also we conclude that the mantras help in the 
“ performance of the sacrifice, by their mere recital. 


Sutra (38). (H) “Because their meaning is unintelligible.” 

“In the case of certain mantras, we find that the meaning of some 
“words cannot be made cut; while in others we find whole sentences 
© unintelligible. Nor can the meaning of the mantras help the sacrifice by 
“its mere existence, if it happens to be lost sight of at the time of the 
“ performance of the sacrifice. Hence we conclude that it is by its mere 
“reciting, which can always be done, that the manira can help the 
“ performance.” 


Sutra (39). (I) “Because they speak of transient things.” 


“ In accordance with the theory that the mantra is always used with 
“a view to the conveying of a certain meaning,—the mantra can only 
“ point to that meaning, which belongs to it ; and we find that some mantras 
“are capable of signifying only non-eternal (perishable) things; for in- 
“ stance—* What do your cows do in the Kzkata country’? This mantra is 
“known to have been seen (propounded) by -Vigwamitra, as is distinctly 
“ pointed out by a well-established tradition current among the students of 
“the Veda; at a certain time, he asked Indra for a gift of riches in 
“ order to enable him to perform a certain sacrifice ; and he is represented as 
“ asking Indra; ‘ Lord of the Three worlds, what are your cows doing in the 
“ Kikata country ’?—the sense of the question being this— the people of 


88 TANTRA-VARTIKA ADH I—PADA II-—-ADHI IV. 


“ that country are atheists, and regarding all sacrifices to be useless, they do 
“not perform any, and as such they do not milk the cows for the prepara- 
“tion of the Soma; nor do they warm the atmosphere (by the sacrificial 
“ smoke) , and not warming the atmosphere they do not help in the bring. 
“ing of ram; therefore please carry the wealth that at present belongs to 
“ Pramaganda, the king of the Kīkata, to my country, the Nazcagakha , 
“The ‘bha’ for ‘ha’ in ‘ abhara’ ıs a Vedic anomaly, or the word 
‘‘¢abhara’ may be taken as equivalent to ‘ Vibhrehi’ =fatten up for us|, and 
“50, ‘O Maghavan, fulfil this work of mime’ [the long ‘ya’ im ‘sandhay@’ is 
Sa, Vedic anomaly. | 

“Tf this meaning were desired to be conveyed by the mantra in 
“question, then this being distinctly found to be speaking of many tran- 
“sient objects, the Veda (containing this mantra) would come to have a 
“ beginning, as composed by a human author, and this would wholly shake 
“ts authoritative character. 

“ Nor can the mantra be said to have another meaning, as ıb 18 not 
“found to express any other. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that in the ‘case of mantras, we 
« should attach no significance to the presence or absence of their meaning, 
“and must accept them as helping the performance of sacrifices, by the 
“ mere recitation ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (40). But there is no difference in the signification of 
sentences (in the Veda from those in ordinary parlance). 


The repetition of the mantra ending in the mere comprehension of 1ts 
verbal text canuot, by this alone, be recognised asin any way forming 
part of the sacnifice ; specially as the mere letters of the mantra, hke 
the materials used, not forming part of the Procedure of the sacrifice, can- 
not be held to be comprehended by means of the Context. 

Similarly, the cognition of the meanings of the component words also 
are wholly taken up by the indication of the meaning of the sentence 
(composed by them) , and as such, this too cannot be said to be compre- 
hended by means of the Context 

The only element then, that is left unutilsed 1s the meaning of the 
sentence and as such, ıt 18 this alone that can be regarded as pervading 
throughout the Context, and being of the nature of an action, it supplies 
an mtegral factor in the declaration of the method of the action; and 
thereby ıt attains the character of the Procedure, inasmuch as it serves to 
remind us of that which has to be perfor med. 


MANTRAS. 89 


And in this case, there is no ground for assuming any transcendental 
result (as following from mere recitation). Because the only ground for 
such an assumption is the Apparent Inconsistency of something laid down 
in the Veda; and when this latter is duly justified on the ground of the 
mantra having a distinct meaning, there can be no ground for assuming 
any transcendental result to follow from it. Even when there might be 
an occasion for such an assumption, the transcendental result could be 
taken as following from a comprehension of the meaning of the sentence 
constituting the mentra, and not from the sentence itself, independently 
of its distinctly useful meaning. 

With regard to the visible and transcendental results of anything 
that has to be employed, we must bring forward evidences; and in the 
case in question we find that the fact of the mantra having a visible nse is 
borne out by the Indicative Power (Linga) of the mantra itself; whereas 
the fact of its having only a transcendental result can, at best, be supported 
by the Context alone. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, no amount of Context can rightly lay 
down the employment of a certain thing accomplishing that which it is 
absolutely incapable of accomplishing; and hence the long and short of 
the whole thing is that we should employ the mantra in the fulfilment 
of that which is capable of accomplishing. And as for the fact of the 
mantra bringing about any transcendental results, we have no evidences 
of it, either in the Veda, or in ordinary experience. Consequently, the 
Context also would point only toa visible result for the mantra, thereby 
becoming quite reconciled with the Indicative Power of the mantra 
itself. 

Thus then, the usage of persons learned in the sacrifices becoming 
supported (by the mantra itself) there is no need of taking all the trouble 
of assuming any other grounds (for the usage). And hence it is only 
natural to conclude that it is the meaning of the mantra that is the chief 
factor (being of use at the sacrifice). 

An objection is raised: “Ii ts not so: because the mere fact of a 
“ certain visible result having been accomplished, cannot justify the con- 
“ clusion that that is the sole use of the mantra ; specially as, if the mantra 
“ does not bring about any result in itself desirable by man, the Injunc- 
“ tion of the study of the whole of the Veda would become useless. Nor 
‘‘can it be held to be necessary to assume the usefulness of the meaning of 
“the mantra, on account of the facts urged in Sé#ras 33, 34, and 35; and 
“when we cannot avoid the assumption of a transcendental result, in the 
“end, we must assume it to follow immediately from there repetition ; for 
“ there is no reason for postponing it; specially as the necessity of repeat- 
“ing the mantra is acknowledged by both of us; and it is this fact 

12 


90 TANIRA-VARTIKA ADH I—-PADA II—ADHI IV 


“that gives rise to the assumption of the transcendental result in ques- 
“tion ” 

To this, we make the following reply In the performance of sacrifices, 
the only useful purpose that the mantra can serve hes in the indicating of some- 
thing auathary to the sacotfice Though such auxiliaries are not capable 
of bemg used like the ordinary things of the world, yet the mere indication 
of the forms of these would help the performers of the sacrifice Therefore 
we conclude that ıt is only those parts of the mant~a—as the words of 
address, &c , ın the Vocative—that do not serve the purpose of mdicating such 
auxiharies, that can be said to be uttered, without any desire on the part of 
the speaker, to convey a definite meaning , and this mere fact cannot justify 
us in rejecting the significance of the whole mantra, specially as there isnoth- 
ing m the world that is always of one and the same form and character, 

For these reasons, masmuch as a theory must be in keeping with well- 
recognised facts, we must conclude that sach mantras as—‘ Varhu dévasadan- 
dam2z’—are always used with a desire to convey a definite meaning. 

As for the sentence ‘tancaturbhirddatté (Vide Bhashya on Jütra 31) 
we offe: the following explanation — 


Sutra (41). The repetition is for purposes of qualification. 


Though the mantras are already got at by means of their own denota- 
tive power, yet the sentence ım question, which lays down that ‘ the four 
mantras are to be repeated at the time of holding the reins,’ may be taken as 
laying down the number four And hence, in accordance with the reasonings 
brought forward ın connection with the passage—‘he purchases the Soma 
with an one year old cow, &c ,—the qualifications tend to limit one another , 
and hence, 1f no collective potentiality be admitted, there could not be an 
Injunction of the holding of the reins with the mantras numbering four, con- 
sequently ıt 19 clear that this Injunction 1s a duect result of the collective 
potentiahty of the qualifications 

Or, 1t may be that long before we proceed to assume, with reference to 
each particular mantra, a distinct Vedic direction, as indicated by the 
indicative power of the mantras themselves,—the direct declaration in 
the shape of the sentence (‘he holds ıt with the four mantras’) will 
have enjoined the mantras as qualified by the number four, and as such 
enjoining something not got at by other means, the sentence comes to be a 
pure Injunction. 

As for the pointing out of the mantras themselves, these could be 
pointed out by thei own tndicative power, even without the direction, 
and as such the sentence in question could be of very little use in that con- 
nection , consequently we take the direction to have the sole pu: pose of 
pomting out the number four, which 1s not got at by any othe: means 
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Sutra (42). There is an exclusion. 


So long as the purpose of the laying down of the mantra has not been 
duly realised, and the treatmeut of the subject-matter remains deficient in 
certain points, whatever assumptions we might make, for the accomplish- 
ment of these purposes, must be accepted as having the support of the 
Veda; while when all deficiencies have been supplied, if we make the 
slightest assumption, it cannot but be absolutely without any authority. 
And we shall show later on that Indicative Power, Context, &c., have 
no authority of their own, unless they point to a direct Vedic text. 

It is with all this in view that the Bhashya says—It is only when there 
ts a sentence that the Indicative Power of Words can serve to point out the use of 
the mantra. That is to say, it is only when the Context enables to ascer- 
tain whether the mantra is to be employed in the offering of the sacrifice or 
in the holding of the reins, that the addition of the clause ‘ the reins of the 
horse ’ can serve to restrict it. 

Says the Bhashya: The construction of the Vedic direction ts not that 
‘with the mantra one should hold, but that ‘he should hold the reins of the 
korse’; and this refers to the relatiousbip of the verb,—no relationship 
with the noun being possible,—and not to mere relationship in general; and 
thus we conclude that the mantra is laid down as to be used, not in all 
holding, but in the holding of the horse’s reins. 

Or, it may be that what the sentence does is to bring forward the 
subsequent relationship of the noun in the Accusative case; because this is all 
that is necessary for the particular result aimed at (that is to say, the 
relationship is that of the particular Noun, and is perceived after the 
Injunction of the holding with the mantra of the reins of the horse). 

In auy case the objections urged under Sätra I—ii—31 do not apply to 
our theory, if we accept the explanation thus put forward. If the direction 
contained in the Veda expressed exactly what is denoted by the mantra, 
then alone could we be subject to reproach. 

It may be urged that—‘in that case this comes to be an Injunction 
of something not otherwise got at; and as such it should not be spoken of 
as an Exclusion.” But inasmuch as we speak of it in accordance with what 
it actually comes to be, the objection cannot affect us. Because in all 
cases, except where we have the word ‘ Parisaakhyd” (Exclusion) itself, or 
the word ‘ Eva,’ the Veda does not exactly mean that it is a real Purisun- 
khyā (Exclusion) or Niyama (Restriction). Hence in the case in question 
it is an Injunction that is spoken of as ‘ Parisaskhya,’ on account of the 
peculiar character of what it finally leads to. 

Question: “ What then would be the difference among Injunction, 
Restriction and Exclusion ” ? 
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Reply An Jujunction is of that which lays down something not got 
at by any other means, we have a Restriction where the thing m question 
is already got at partially , and we have an Exclusion where the thing 1s 
found to exist in two contrary positions 

And thus we find that it is the Injunction itself, which, by certain 
qualifications, comes to adopt these three forms 

For instance, (1) m a case where we find that the act in qnestion has 
never been got at, nor is there any chance of getting at it by any other 
means but by the sentence in question, we cannot but admit 1t to be a pure 
order, and this is what is known as ‘Injunction’ proper; eg, ‘ Vrihin 
prokshats ’ 

(2) In a case where it 1s found that apart from the sentence in question, 
the act is partially got at by other means, then the Injunction that mere- 
ly supphes the part that is wanting, serves as a restriction, and as such is 
known as ‘ Niyama’ (Restriction); eg,‘ Vrihin avahanti, where we find 
that the threshing of the corn being pomted ont by the mere fact of rts 
serving the purpose of preparing the nce, the mere threshing cannot be 
held to be the sole object of the Injunction, which must be taken as sup- 
plying the element that is wanting (not being got at by any other means), 
because unless this additional something were pomted out by the Injnnc- 
tion, the mere preparing of the rice being capable of being accomplished 
by other means also, these other means would also come to be the objects 
of Injunction When however, the missiùg element is supplied by the 
Injunction, then the preparation of the rice comes to be only implied by 
the sentence secondarily, and not expressed by it directly. 

Nor can the Restrictive Injunction be taken merely as rejecting the 
other alternative (of preparing the rice by other means); because in that 
case it would be only  Parisatkhya And the restricting of the means 
of the preparing of rice to threshing only is more proximate (to the sentence) 
than the setting aside of another alternative. So long as there was an idea 
of the rice being capable of being prepared by both means, there was no such 
restriction as that it should be done by threshing only, and hence when 
this restriction has been accomplished by the Injunction, all other alter- 
native methods fall off by themselves And further, the Injunction ia 
not found to have been laid down after we had cognised all the methods 
of preparmg rice; and as such none of these could be set aside by the 
Injunction; for it is only that which has been cognised to be applicable 
that can be set aside; in fact, it was prior to any such recognition that the 
person was prompted to an action, and in the prompting, the potentiality 
of the thing in question to point to many methods having been restricted, 
only one of these has been pointed ont by the sentence in question , and 
ns for the setting aside of the other methods, this 18 cognised only as a 


MANTRAS. 93 


necessary consequence of the former restriction; and hence the sentence is 
not named in accordance with this setting aside (or Exclusion). 

(3) In a case where, prior to the direction contained in the sentence in 
question, both methods have been already cognised as applicable to the 
case in question,—and where there is a chance of both being employed,— 
we have a rejection of one of them in favour of another; and this is a 
case of Parisañkhyā (Exclasion) ; e.g., the sentence already in consideration 
(‘t Agvabhidhanim, &c.’), and also in the case of the fifth alternative of the 
Grhamédhiya sacrifice. 

But in the case in question, the sentence does not appear actually afte: 
both actions have been pointed out, because we.have not assumed any Vedic 
direction for the holding of the reins of the ass; hence all that we mean is 
that if we had not the sentence ‘ifyagudbhidhanim, ĝe., then, the manira could 
be employed in the holding of tHe reins of the ass also. Specially as in the 
case of all direct assertions of the Veda, we do not take them as serving 
the sole purpose of barring the way of all assumed sentences; (that is to 
say, if it were so, then the sole use of the sentence in question would be 
in this barring, and it could not be taken as setting aside the application 
of the manira to the holding of the reins of the ass); because what would 
be the use of having a sentence for a purpose (the barring of the way of 
assumed sentences) that could be served by other means? Hence for the 
sake of the Vedic sentence in question, we assume its purpose to lie in the 
setting aside of the application of the mantra to the holding of the 
ass’ reins. 

Thus then, taking for granted, for the sake of argument, the opposite 
contention, we offer the following explanation: If we had not the sentence 
in question, what would be the nature of the action performed? The 
mantra would come to be employed in the holding of the reins of the horse, 
and also in that of the reins of the ass. When however the use of the 
mantra is distinctly restricted by the sentence in question, all that we 
want to know being duly pointed ont, no room is left for the assuming o! 
Vedic texts laying down the common application of the mantra (to the 
reins of the horse as well as of the ass); and hence it comes to be definitely 
ascertained that the mantra is to be employed in the holding of the reins 
of the horse only; and thus there being no repetition, the sentence in 
question is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose. 


Sutra (43). Or, it may be an Arthavada. 


In the case of the sentence— With the manira ‘O, magnificent one, 
become greatly magnified,’ he enlarges the cake,”—followed, at a certain 
distance, by the sentence, ‘by this the master of the sacrifice himself 
becomes magnified,’ —though the latter, being in a different place, cannot be 
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taken as eulomising the former imjunction of the mantra, yet inasmuch 
as ıt ıs the magnifying ot enlarging of the cake that forms the objeet 
of the Injunction, the whole sentence could be useful, only if it helped 
in persuading the agent to such enlarging, and it 1s ın support of such 
persuasion that we have the latte: sentence 

Objection “As the cake itself could not be prepared without an 
enlargement (of the lump of flour), any Injunction of such enlargement 
would be absolutely useless ” 

Reply- This 18 not necessarily the case, for 1f the dough happens 
to be rather loose, ıt would be advisable to enlarge ıt by the addition 
of more flour, and hence what the Injunction does 1s to lay down that the 
flour should be kneaded in such a way as to leave it capable of being 
increased (by the addition of more flour) And thus too, 1t becomes clear 
that the enlarging 1s to be done by the Adhvaryu priest, because the 
mantia ım question, when repeated, comes to be known as ‘ Adhvaryava 
mantra,’ and thereby restricts itself to a particular agent. As for that 
which 1s imphed by the mantra itself, inasmuch as that could not form the 
basis of any name (of the mantra), 1t could not by itself definitely pomt 
to any particular agent Hence even though the meaning of the mantra 
could be wholly got at from itself, yet we must comprehend its meaning 
by means of one subsequent sentence 

Thus then we find that the praising of the enlargement serves a 
distinctly useful purpose 

Olyection “In that case the praise of the enlargement being accom- 
plished by means of the sentence—‘ verily ıt magnifies the master of the 
sacrifice himself, —the mention of the mantra would be absolutely useless ” 

Reply Not so, because the valedictory sentence has been added with 
the sole view of praising the mantra alone , and the whole thing comes to 
this The enlargement should be done, the mantra serves as a means of 
this enlargement , and to the mantra are also added the words ‘uru tē 
yaynapatrh prathatam’ (May your master of the sacrifice also become magni- 
fied'). And in that case, the sentence, ‘ Verily the master of the sacrifice 
himself becomes magnified,’ comes to point out a sacrificial accessory (in 
the shape of a few words to be added to the manira). 

The Bhashya puts the question ‘Is this then the sole purpose of the 
sentence: (‘ Yaynapatsmava, ¥c.’) P—and answers 1t1n the negative , because, 
as a matter of fact ıt serves the purpose of praising, in accordance with the 
rule lad down in the S#ra T[V—in—1 And though in the case ın question, 
ou account of the mantra being laid down as au Instrument (in the enlarging 
of the cake) we assume the fact of the master of the sacrifice being magni- 
fied to be the result followimg from the said enlargement, yet that which 18 
described in the Brahmaxa cannot but he regarded as a Praise Specially as 
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the mantra also, having its use pointed ont by the indicative power of its 
own words, cannot, by itself, point to a Result. Anything, of which the 
use is pointed out by the Instrumental case-ending, cannot but be taken as 
bringing about a particular result, as otherwise any employment of it 
would be wholly inexplicable (apparently inconsistent). Whereas a text 
whose existence is inferred from the indicative power of certain words in 
the mantra stands in need of the mention of an Action, and as such comes 
to be recognised as to be used merely in the pointing out of the Action. 
Consequently, even a mantra that is so inferred should be taken as a Praise, 
consisting of the description of the principal result (following from the 
action in question). 

The Bhashya raises the question: ‘ How is it that the sentence in ques- 
tion uses the word prathayatt, when there is no real prathana (incrense) ’ ? 

To this question an objection is raised: “To which prathana does this 
question refer P—(1) to the prathana of the cake that forms the object 
“of the Injunction, or (2) to the prathana of the master of the sacrifice, 
“mentioned in the Arthauv@du? In both cases, the question is not 
“quite proper; because, (1) as for the prathana of the cake, inasmuch 
“as it is directly enjoined, there can be no question with regard to it; 
“and secondly, the question could not be taken as referring to the 
“ prathana of the cake; because the reply that the Bhdshya gives to 
“the question is that— the existence of the pruthana is pointed out by 
“the mantra itself’; while as a matter of fact, we find that the prathana 
“of the cake is not so pointed out,—it being an entity in itself; and as 
“such the reply wonld be altogether irrelevant. (2) If again the question 
“ be taken as referring tothe prathana in the Artharada—the question being 
“just like the question with regard to the Arthavida (‘ He wept ')—* How 
“ when there is no actual weeping, &c., &c.’ P—in that case too, the reni” that 
“is given would be totally incoherent; because the mantra being employed 
“by the Adhvaryu priest in the prathana of the cake, the prathaua is dis- 
“ tinctly found to be connected with the cake, and not with the master of 
“the sacrifice. Therefore the passage containing the question cannot be 
“ accepted as a part of the Bhashya and must be regarded as an inter- 
“ polation.” 

But as a matter of fact whichsoever of the two alternatives be accepted, 
there is no incoherence in the question. (1) Granted that the prathana 
questioned about is that of the cake; we find that the procedure adop- 
ted by some sacrificers is that they employ the mantra in describing the 
cake, after it has been enlarged ; and it is one of these sactificers that puts the 
question from his own standpoint— how is it that one enlarges the cake with 
the mantra, before the enlargement has been accomplished’? And the 
answer that is given half admits the contention,——it being, that ‘on 


96 LANTRA-VARTIKA ADH —PiD4 II—ADHI IV 


account of its being pointed out by the mantra’: that is to say, inasmuch 
as the enlargement, being an already accomplished fact, could not be per- 
formed with the mantra, all that the mantra does is to desciibe ıt as an 
accomplished fact. 

Or, ıt may be that ın the case of all objects, the operations of the 
Prompter are always pieceded by those of the Prompted, and the same must 
be the case with words also So in the case ın question, the enlai gement has 
been said to be enjoined, for the sake of the accomplishment of the object 
of the Praise 

“On this, the following question 1s raised “No such Injunction ıs 
“nossible, because there can be no object of Injunction ım this case If 
“we had any cognition of the action of the Prompter, then alone could 
“it refer to an Injunction, but as a matter of fact no action of the 
“Prompted being mentioned, no action of the Prompter can be cogmised , 
“and hence, as unless the expression ‘ should sacrifice’ has been pronounc- 
“ed, we do not make use of the words, ‘he sacisjices,’ so in the case in 
“question, so long as the (prompting) words ‘should enlarge’ have not 
“been uttered, we cannot say ‘he enlarges’, nor have we any Injunction— 
“either m the form that ‘the cake should be enlarged,’ or that ‘ the 
“mantra should be employed ın its enlargement’, and in the absence of 
“such an Injunction, the declaration ‘enlarges’ must be regarded as an 
“ absurdity ” 

It is this declaiation that 18 justified ın the reply given ın the 
Bhashya ‘on account of its being pomted out by the mantra.’ That 18 to 
say, the Injunction ıs contained in the Bra@hmana words ‘he enlarges,’ 
which contain the opening words of the mantra, that express the action 
of the prompted (man) 

Says the Bhahya—' He who utters the words be enlarged enlarges tne 
cake’, and this simply shows that all that the Adhvaryu priest does 18 tu 
fulfil the making of the cake 

Though another reply that was possible was that the word van very 
easily accomplish the functions of the Prompte:,even without making 
any mention of the action of the Piompted, whose activity 1s taken for 
granted,—yet the Bhdshya has spoken of the fact of the priority of the 
mention of this latter, because of the mchness of the materials for 1.eplying 
that it had at 1ts command 

(2) Or, the question may be taken as referring to the enlargement of 
the master of the sacrifice, —the sense of the question being that ‘ all Praise 
having some soit of a basis, either ın fact, or ın mete words, what sort of a 
basis has the Praise 11 question got’? And the reply given ıs that the 
Praise 1s based upon what ıs described in the mantra. 

The assertion that ‘the Adhruryu pnest addresses the mantru to the 
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cake’ does not refer to the actual enlargement of the cake; but what it 
means is simply that the priest addresses the cake— May the master of 
your sacrifice become magnificent.’ The particle ‘itt’ after ‘prathasva’ 
too is used in the sense of etcetera, and not as pointing to the mere word 
‘ prathasva,’ The sentence—‘ He who says become magnificent,’ &c., means 
that ‘He who says may your sacrificer be enlarged’; the meaning of the 
sentence thus comes to be that—‘one who says may the sacrificer become 
magnificent thereby actully makes him magnificent ’;—this meaning being 
got at by means of indirect (or figurative) indication. 

Or, the word ‘prathayati’ may be explained in its direct original 
sense of ‘speaks of the enlargement’; and thus it is upon this mention of 
enlargement that the Praise may be said to be based. 


Sutra (44). The Assumption is not incompatible. 

It has been urged (under Si#tra 32) that the utterance of the mantra 
cau have only a transcendental result. And for one who holds this view, 1% 
would be necessary to assume an altogether different transcendental result, 
that would follow from the particular order of the words in the mantra ; 
and inasmuch as we could also assume such a result to follow from the 
particular signification of the manira, there can be no incongruity in this 
assumption. 

The same reasoning applies to the argument based (in the same Sutra) 
upon the fact of only certain sentences being recognised as mantra (as 
apart from other sentences having the same meaning). That is to say, 
even though there are other means of expressing the same meaning, it is 
only the particular form of a sentence thatis recognised as a manira. 
Yet the leaving off of the other means, (aud the employment of the par- 
ticular manira) could be assumed to bring about a definite transcendental 
result. And hence it is established that the mantras are meant to convey 
a certein meaning. 


Sutra 445). In reference to the directions (relating to the 
mantras), there can be no objection based upon the reproach 
attachjng to the action (of signification); because it serves the 
purpose ef purificatior 

It has been urged under Sütru-33 that, in the case of the sentence— 
‘ Agnid agnid viharét’—there taa be no significance of the mantra, because 
in that case it world express only what is expressed in the direction, which 
would be absurd; and that for this reason, the action of signification 
(with regard to the mantra) cannot be admisible. OA l 

But this objection is not applicable ; because the direction 1u question 
serves the purposes of purification. That is to say, thongh the significa- 
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tion of the mantra 1s duly comprehended at the time that it 1s studied, 
yet, inasmuch as the idea obtained at that time 1s not capable of continuing 
in the man’s mind, till the time when he ıs gomg to perform a certain 
saciifice, 1t becomes necessary for him to recall what has been learnt before , 
and what the direction does 1s to point out that the mantra alone 1s to be 
employed as the means for recalling that idea 
Or, we may explain the clause ‘sanskaryatvat’ ın the following manner 

If the comprehension of the mantra had remamed permanent, there would 
be no room for any directions , m the case ın question however, ıb 18 only 
a slight impression of the former compiehension that remains ın the mind, 
and as such there 1s an occasion for a full manifestation of this impression, 
by means ot the idea produced by the said direction, and hence the 
mantia cannot be .egarded as meaningless 


Sutra (46), The significant mantra is an Arthavada 


The sentence ‘four horns, &c , serves, through a Metaphor, to eulogise 
the saciifice, and as such serves the purpose of encouraging the sacrificer 
at the time of the performance 

The mantra 1s employed ın regard to the Butter, of the Hotr priest, 
ın connection with the Vishuvat Homa, and masmuch as (1) this Homa 
18 related to Agni, and (2) the Day has the Sun for its Deity—itis Agm 
that 1s praised in the shape of the Sun 

Thus then the “four horns” refer to the four parts of the Day , the 
““thiee feet” to the three seasons, Winter, Summer, and the Rains, “ two 
heads ” =the two half-yearly periods , “ seven hands ” 18 meant as a praise 
for the seven horses of the Sun, “ thrice bound ” refers to the three offering- 
times (morning, midday, and evening), “Bull (vrshabha)” serves to 
eulogise the Sun as the cause of rain (vrohiz), “cries (roravitz) ” refers to 
thunde: , and the Sun, being known to all the world 1s spoken of as “ the 
Great God, who entered into all hving beings”, and the meaning of thisis 
that in serving the purpose of cncouraging men He entered into their 
heats 

In this way then, the mantra 1s found to serve the purpose of recall- 
ing certan means of accomplishing a certain Dharma 


Sutra (47). On account of the expression being figurative, 
there would be no contradiction. 


It has been mged under Sätra 36, that ın such mantras as * Aditi is 
Heaven,’ we find a certain contradiction of facts But the fact is that the 
sentence does not actually mean that Aditi 1s Heaven itself, all that is 
meant by ıt ıs the mention of Aditi, and the attribution of several proper- 
ties to this Aditiis with a view to the praise of that deity , and the rela- 


MANTRAS 99 


tionship of the two may be explained throngh figurative mterpietation , 
just as in the case of the Adhikarana on ‘Audumbara’ (Adh I Pada iu) 


Sutra (48). The fact of (the learning of the meaning of 
mantras) not being mentioned in the sentence laying down the 
study of the Veda ıs due to the fact of (such knowledge) not having 
any connection (with the actual performance of sacrifices) 


Though the idea combated in this Sätra has not been brought forward 
in the Pérvapaksha, yet, masmuch as ıt 1s quite possible that ıt may be 
brought forward, the S#tra offers an explanation of 1t If, at the time of the 
study of the Veda, the mention of the meaning were of any use, then it 
would certainly have been mentioned in the Injunction, but as a matter of 
fact, such 18 not thd case, as it bears no connection with the actual perform- 
ance of sacnfices And as for the gettmg up of the meammngs (in the 
same way as the text is got up), tins 1s not enjoined, because, the ascertain- 
ing of the meaning of a mantra, being lıke the ordınary acts of wash- 
ing, &c , 18 a much easier affair than the getting up of the mantia itself, 


Sutra (49). Moreover, there ıs an ignorance of really existing 
(meanings). 


It has been urged under Sätra 38, that the meaning of some mantras 
cannot be made out But this ıs scarcely true; because as a matter of fact, 
there 1s always a certain meaning present , and 161s only when there is a 
certain discrepancy ım the undeistanding of the man that he fails to com- 
prehend ıt 

The means of getting at the meanings of mantras are the following 
(1) The use of the mantra, (2) the Context, (3) the particular hymnin which 
it occurs, (4) the Deity to whom 11 refers, (5) the Eshi who propounded 1t, 
(6) such explanatory works as Nigama, Nuwukta, Vyākarana, and the hke 
And the only reason why all these are kept up 18 that they help us in get- 
ting at the true meanings of mantras. 

And just as in the case of Grammar, as it always refers to well known 
words, such agencies as those of ‘delesion, ° modification,’ d&c., ate 
brought in only as means to an end (the explanation of already existing 
forms of words), aud yet ignorant people think that Grammar creates 
new words by these means ,—so in the same manner, in the case in question, 
in the matter of the comprehension of the meaning of eternal sentences 
(composing the mantras), the mention of the names of the Rshis who 
propounded them,—though appearing to deprive the manira of its eternal 
character—only serves as the means of getting at their real meanings 

Then again, (1) we find that, while explaining a cer tain sentence, people 
often adopt the plan of speaking of the words as intelligent beings, and then 
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att: ibuting to them certain functions of signification,—as when they say ‘this 
word says this while that word says something else’ and so forth, (2) and also 
when explaining a discussion, the two opponents are only assumed for the 
sake of a clear exposition of the two sides of the question; exactly of 
the same kind ıs the assumption that a eertain mantra was propounded 
by such and such a Rshe 

Or, ıt may be that the mantras were actually uttered by these Rshis , 
but that does not mean either that they were composed by them, or that 
they were not known to other people and were brought out by them, 
but the fact 1s that, just as even now-a-days when a man wishes to say 
something, ın order to strengthen his assertion, he quotes some old saying 
or verse instead of expressing the sume idea in his own words,—so in the 
same manner, ın the case mm question, Bhrgu and other Rshis learned in 
the Vedas and having their minds fully saturated with Vedic sayings, 
quoted certain significant mantras, with a view to express ther own 
thoughts, in their ordinary parlance, instead of framing their own sentences, 
and it is owing to this that at present we come to take the mantras 
as inseparable from such meanings (as were expressed secondhand by 
these mantras), and ıt ıs thus that they come to be connected with non- 
eternal facts, &e , and the recalling of the name of the Asha 1s only with 
a view to show that the idea expressed ıs supported by authority 

In connection with this, people relate a story to the effect that a certain 
Rshı, Bhiitanga by name, in order to conquer old age and death, addressed 
the Hynns ‘ Srnyéva, &c ,’ to the Agwins, and as towards the close of the 
Hymn, we find the words ‘ Bhitingo Gwindh KaGmamapra, this shows 
that the Hymn was addressed by the Rshi Bhūtānça to the Açwıns And 
as for the words themselves, “ Ornē ” =those that are driven by the Srni 
or the goad,—11z elephants, the broad ‘a’ (an Srīnyā) is a Vedic form 
of the dual, ‘zarbhari’ =having all the nght parts of the body engaged in 
striking , ‘ turpkart’=killing, ‘nastashan’=fighting, or ‘ turphart naita- 
shan’ =strikmg and killing like fighting soldiers, ‘ parpharika’ =bn- 
hant ones , ‘udanyatth’ =the cãtaka birds born during the rains , ‘7@manau’ 
= having plenty of water (7émana, which has the possessive force) , and the 
sense 1s that, just as these birds are mtoxicated on obtaining water, so in 
the same manner, these are ‘ madërā ’=:ntoxicated , and may these two 
make one ‘jariyu marayu ,* 1e, free from old age and death Thus the 
purport of the whole sentence comes to be this ‘The Agwins—who strike 
at their enemies and kill them, as if they were two elephants urged by the 
goad,—and though thus striking, they shine with beneficence, and being 
intoxicated with wine, just as the cãtaka birds are with water,—may these 
Agwins free me from old age and death !’ 

The Hymn beginning with ‘ Amyak sitah’ proceeded from the Rsh 


MANTRAS. 101 


Agastya; and he addressed it to Indra, with a view to obtain the wealth 
of immortality ; hence it is that in the following verse, we find the asser- 
tion—‘ May you, Indra, give ue that wealth.’ And it is in the light of this 
sentence that the verse in question should be taken. The verse, then, is 
found in the Hymn addressed to the Marnte, recited on the second day of 
the Chandomat ; and the word ‘ amyak ’=companion, being formed from the 
indeclinable ‘ama,’ (the same that is found in the word ‘ amatya’); hence 
‘amyaksa’=ama (saha) ancati, i.e., that which lives together; ‘ Rshti’ 
=a weapon thrown by the hand ; ‘asmé’=for us; ‘ san€mi’=ancient ; 
‘abhram ’= water, the Maruts; ‘junanti’=sprinkle; ‘agnigcit’ brings for- 
ward asimile; ‘atasé’=dry grass; ‘ eugukvdn’=burnt; and ‘ just as the 
water gets at the island, so do you get at the foodstuffs.’ When taking the 
sentence as a whole, the first word is to be taken with the third, and the 
second with the fourth ; and the pronoun ‘ sa’ implies a corresponding ‘ yat, 
in the third foot of the verse ; the meaning being that ‘that which appears 
like Fire among dry grass, such a weapon of yours, your constant companion, 
extremely dear to you, has become ours, through your kindness; and those 
that sprinkle water in the form of rain, and hold all foodstuffs, as the water 
holds the island, these, being your dear friends, have become ours ; and thus 
having become like us please impart to us your immortality.’ 

The Hymn ‘ Fkuyd, &., is also addressed to Indra, the meaning being— 
by a single effort, ï e., all at once, Indra drank, the ‘ sarfinsi’==the vessels 
filled with Soma ; ‘ Kanuka’=desirous, the word being a Vedic modification 
of the word ‘ Kamuka,’ while the broad ‘@’ indicates the particular case- 
termination; or the. word ‘Kdanuka’ may be taken as synonymous with 
‘ Kantakani,’ &e., that have been mentioned in the Nirukta as synonymous 
with it. 

Thus then in the case of all mantras, it being found to be quite possible 
for learned people to get at their meanings even though they may not be 
generally known, yet there is nothing incongruous in the acceptance of 
these meanings in the Veda. And as such the fact of mantras having 
certain definite meanings cannot be denied. 


Sutra (50). The presence of the mention of transient things 
has already been explained. 


That is, under the Sūtra I—i—31. The Master of the Sacrifices is 
always the petitioner, and Indra the person appealed to; and as for the 
word ‘ Kikata,’ though it is the name of a country, yet this country is not 
transient; or the word may be taken as synonymous with ‘ Krpanah’ (Misers) 
that exist gmong all people. ‘ Pramaganda” is the name of the usurer; be- 
cause such a one gives away in the hopes of getting back more in return 
(which is signified by the parts of the word ‘pramaganda’), “ Niciyak- 
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kah” =the :mpotent man, and the wealth that belongs to him 1s “ Naiçã- 
çūkha”; and ‘as this wealth is of use in sacrifices, while they themselves 
do not perform any, therefore please make over all that wealth to me.’ The 
rest ıs clear enough 


Sutra (51). The teaching through expressive power shows 
that the mantra has the same meaning 


In the sentence ‘ Agnéyydgnimupatishthaté,’ the fact of the word 
‘ Agnéyi’ pomting out Agm to be its Deity, through the indicative 
power of the word, distinctly shows that the mantra itself 1s capable of 
pointing to Agni That 13 to say, the nominal affix in ‘dgnéyz’ is one 
that 1s possible only when the compound means ‘that whereof the Deity 
is Agm,’ and again 1t is a well recognised fact that that object (or Deity) 
which is directly pointed out by the mantia, 18 its own Deity ; and the 
fact of the mantra belonging to any particular Deity cannot be established 
by the mere mention of the name of that Deity, ın the manta, for 
instance ın a mantra that ıs well known to belong to a single Deity, even 
though the names of many Deities may be present, yet that does not make 
the mantra pertain to these deities, And we cannot ascertain which Deity 
1s directly expressed by the mantra, unless this latter be admitted to have 
a certain signification, and hence also the mantras cannot be absolutely 
meaningless. 


Sutra (52) So also is the Uha. 


As for an instance of ha, ın the case of the sentence ‘the Mother 
grows not,’—as the growmg of the age and fatness, &c , of the body of the 
mother ıs an apparent fact, it cannot be mghtly dened, and hence, m 
accordance with the rule laid down under Sūtra III—1—18, ıt 18 coneluded 
that the denial of growth refers tothe Word But ın case of the word, 
there can be no such growth as fattening, &c , consequently the word 
t growth ’ 1s taken mm the general sense of ‘ more material ,’ and accordingly 
the demal is concluded to be that of the Dual and Plural numbers of the 
word. And such a denial ıs possible only when the sentence ın question 
has a meammg, which points to the possibility of the mother, &c , of all 
animals being taken up, as also to the cogniticn of the presence of the 
‘growth’ of other words. 

Though ın the case of the Mother, Father, &c, these words being 
relative terms, and thereby pointing to their relatives, the difference 
among them would be established by the difference among their respective 
relatives themselves, and as such there can be no čha in this case ,— 
yet, inasmuch as ıt 18 a well recogmsed fact that there can be no wha m a 
case which is amenable to a definite law while there 13 an @ha ın cases not 
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amenable to any law, it is cleat that in the case ın question, a certain 
meaning must have been desired to be conveyed by the sentence For 
otherwise, all the particula: transcendental results would follow from the 
same word without its bemg in any way modified. 

So also the sentence—‘ tvam ha agné prathumd manota, &c ,’ shows that 
though the anımal may be dedicated to another Deity, the Manota hymn 
to be employed must be that which 1s sacied to Agni, and this meanimg of 
the sentence would be possible only when the hymus sacred to other Deities 
—Vayu for mstance—could be pointed out by Uha 

So also ım the sentences ‘usréndm méshanam, &c ,’ the mention of the 
various animals—which are really pointed out by Üha only—could not but 
have been with a desire to convey a definite meaning Otherwise, there 
would be two distinct transcendental results—one following from the rejec- 
tion of the original word, and another from the assumption of another 


Sutra (53). So also are the Injunctive words. 


In the Brahmanas we find certain Injunctions, which very often make 
mention of the parts of certain mantras by means of synonymous words, 
and this also shows that the mantras express a definite meaning. For if they 
had no meanings, such Injunctions would be absolutely meaningless. 

For these reasons ıt must be admitted that the mantras are always used 
with a desire to convey a definite mneaning. 


Thus ends the Second Pada of Adhyaya I 


att, Ata ita, tin, tang yO E, t a a E I, a 


PADA III. 


TREATING OF THE SMRTIS. 
—o— 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
Authority of the Smrits 


Sutra (1). “Dharma bemg based upon the Veda, all that is 
not Veda ıs to be disregarded ” 


We have already established the usefulness, with regard to Dharma, 
of the Veda, consisting of Vidhis (direct Injunctions) Arthavadas (vale- 
dicts passages), and mantras. We now proceed to consider the case of 
the Smrtz, of whose meaning and limits we are fully cogmisant as com- 
posed by such human authors as Mann and the rest,—and also the case of 
established Usages, not so compiled And as there can be no discussion with- 
out a concrete example, we take up the Smrtis relating to the “ Ashiaka,”’ 
which is mentioned in the works of Mann and others ; and upon this we pro- 
ceed with the consideration of their authoritativeness or otherwise (with re- 
gard to Dharma) 


Note --The propriety of mtroducing this discussion here 1s explained in varous 
ways (1) We can form no idea of the authomty of the Veda, until we have fully 
understood it ın all its bearings; and as ıt is only by the help of the Smrte and 
established Usage that ıt can be so understood, ıt ıs only ght that the nature of these 
should be investigated (2) Finding Smriss and Usage to serve as authorities for 
Dharma, we might take exception to the conclusion arrived at, under Sutra 2, Pada I, 
that the Veda is the sole anthority for Dharma, and in order to guard against this, 
it 1s to be shown that these are also based upon the Veda from which alone they derive 
their authority (3) The subject-matter of this Philosophy has been declared to be 
the “Investigation of the nature of Dharma,” and after the authority for Dharma, 
im the shape of the Veda has been fully dealt with, ıt 1s only mght that the nature of 
its other authorities should be considered. 

The consideration of the Smrtss precedes that of the “ Namadhéya’’ (which 1s a 
portion of the Veda) because the latter do not m any way affect the former, though 
the former do at times help ın the full comprehension of the latter 


AUTHORITY OF SMRTIS. 105 


The reasons for doubt as to the anthoritativeness or otherwise of these are 
thus explained: Inasmuch as these Smrtis are dependent (upon human 
authors), we conclude that their authority is not self-sufficient; and as for 
the absolute falsity (or untrustworthiness), this is set aside by the firmness 
(of popular acceptance and trust in them). To explain—The Smrtis of 
Manu and others are dependent upon their memory ; and memory depends 
for its authority upon the truthfulness of its source; consequently the au- 
thority of not a single Smriti can be held to be self-sufficient, like that of 
the Veda. And inasmuch as we find them accepted, as authoritative, by an 
unbroken line of respectable people learned in the Vedas, we cannot con- 
clude them to be absolutely false either. And hence, it is only natural, 
that there should be a doubt on the point. 

On this question then, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The authority of the Smrtis cannot be accepted ; because it is only 
“ the cognition of some previous cognition that is called Smrti or Remem- 
“ brance; and hence we can never consider it true, in the absence of such 
“ previous cognition. 

“To explain further: As a matter of ordinary experience, we find 
“that all remembrances appear with reference to objecis that have been 
“ previously cognised by Sense-perception, or some other means of cogni- 
“tion, and being always similar to this previous cognition, strengthen 
“the idea of the object cognised. Now, we have already proved (in the 
“ Tarkapada) that Sense-perception and the other means of right notion 
“do not apply to the notion of the capability of such actions as the 
“ Ashtaka and the like, to bring about superphysical results, like 
“ Heaven, &c. 

“As for Verbal Authority too, though we find such authority (in 
“the Veda) for the Agnihotra, &c., we cannot find any texts in support of 
“the Ashtakad ; and as for the assumption of a Verbal Authority, inasmuch 
“as the object is not cognised by Sense-perception, such an assump- 
“tion would be a remote (and a far more complicated) operation than 
“ the assumption of a Dharma, without any such authority. To explain 
“further: Sense-perception is the only means of knowing such texts; and 
“if even when not so known, such an authority be assamed,—it would be 
“far more reasonable to assume a Dharma, without any authority at all. 

‘Nor can Inference help us in the assumption of a Direct Vedio In- 
“Junction for the Ashtaka; because Remembrance is not invariably con- 
“ gomitant with such Direct Injunction ; nor do we know of anything else 
“that (being so concomitant) could lead to the Inference thereof. Just 
“ as there is no inferential mark to prove the existence of Dharma (as has 

14 


106 TANTRA-VARTIKA ADHYAYA I=-PADA III —ADHI. I. 


“been explained in the Tarkapada, Ch on Inference), so, for the same 1ea- 
“ gong, we cannot have an Inference leading us to any Vedie texts with re- 
“vard to the Ashtaka 

“ Nor can we get at such Vedic texts by means of Verbal Authority— 
“either eternal or produced, because we can have no confidence in any 
“ newly produced Verbal Assertion, and as for an eteinal assertion, no 
“such 1s possible (with regard to the Smréz, which 1s itself not eternal) 
“ Though such texts, beng amenable to Auditory perception, may be 
“capable of having their existence supported by human assertions, yet, 
‘inasmuch as human assertions are found to abound ın deception, we can- 
“not have any confidence in them, and as such cannot admit of the texts, 
“on the sole authority of these Even at the present day, we find many 
“ people declaring certain facts to be supported by the Scriptures, though 
“as a matter of fact, there ıs no such support 

“ Consequently people who have often been put into trouble by deceit- 
“ful people naturally have grave doubts as to whether Mann actually 
“ found a Vedic text laying down the Ashtaka, &c,, and hence declared his 
« Smrts to be based upon the Veda, or that without having found any such 
“ text, he only made the declaration, ın ordet to inspire confidence ın his 
“assertions And the mere fact of there beimg such a suspicion sets 
“ aside the authoritative character of the Sm tis 

& And as tor the Veda itself, this being eternal, can never set about 
“pomting out a basis for the Smrtis, that have a beginning in time. 
“The mantra, &c, themselves can never serve as such bases , because these 
“aie devoid of any direct Injunction, nor can they pomt to any other 
“ reasonable basis, because they have other functions to perform 

s Nor do we find a total accord amongst the many compilers of the 
“ Smrtis, themselves , and lience on the mere strength of human assertions, 
“ we cannot accept the Smriis to be based upon previously cognised Vedic 
“texts. 

“ Nor do we know what sort of Vedic text these authors really came 
“ across; we find that by the Arthavada and other such supplementary texts, 
“ many people have been led astray (e.g , the author of the Kalpasiitras, Vide 
“ Adh. III). That 1s to say, if we were absolutely certain that Manu had 
“ actually found Vedic texts in the proper form of Direct Injunctions, then 
“the said assumption would have been possible; but as a matter of fact, 
“even at the present day we find many people being led astray, by the 
“ Arthavada passages, which have entirely different significations (but are 
“ mistaken as being Direct Injunctions). 

‘‘ And hence we have our suspicions with regard to Manu and others 
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“ And as for the fact of the authority of these being based upon texts 
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“ contained ın such portions of the Veda as have been lost to us, such on 
“assumption would be hke a case meant to be supported by the evidence 
“ of a person that ıs dead , and if such an assumption were accepted, people 
“would be assuming such an authority for anything that they hked. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that Vedic support for the Ashtakā ıs 
“ not cognisable by Verbal Authonty 

“ As for Analogy, ıt can have no application in the case of an object 
“ that has never been perceived, and an object similar to which has never 
“been recognised , and as such, ıt cannot be the means of cognising a Vedic 
“ support for the Ashtaka 

“Though Apparent Inconsistency might be held to give an idea of such 
“ Vedic support, yet such Inconsistency could be equally urged ın support 
“of the untrustworthy character of the Smriis, inasmuch as mistakes 
“are not impossible If the Smrtis (Remembrances) were*not possible 
‘without an assumption of the Veda, then alone could they be accepted as 
“having a 1ight basis (through Apparent Inconsistency) , but as a matter 
“of fact, Remembrance ıs often found to be based upon (such untrust- 
‘““ worthy sources as) Dreams, &c , hence finding the ground of the said In 
“ consistency not absolutely true, either Apparent Inconsistency or Inferenct 
“cannot be rightly brought forward (as giving 11se to an idea of Vedic 
“ support for the Smrtis). 

“ Thus then such Vedic texts being found to be amenable to Negation 
“only (1e, beng found to be non-existing), though there may be other 
“ sources or supports (for the Smrtıs), yet masmuch a» we do not find any 
“ such support as we should like to have, we conclude them to be absolutely 
“ baseless (and devoid of authority) 

“Says the Bhashya (in opposition to the above arguments) ‘Those 
“ who know a certain action to be fit for beng done, how could they declai if 
“ to be incapable of being done? And the meaning of this 1s that those «. ho 
“know a certain action as fit to be done in a certain manner, and as leading 
“to a particular result,—or (simply) those who know the action as capable 
“ of being performed,—knowing this, how could they, only for deluding us 
“ say that ıt ought not to be done? Though ıt may be uiged that one who 
“ declares ıt as fit to be done may be different from one who declares ıt to 
“ be unfit,—yet, how is this difference possible ® For, ın any case, we have 
“a due comprehension of the Smrtz, only when we know that the pro- 
‘“ pounder knew and remembered it thus (the two factors belonging to 
“one and the same person), Or, the passage ın the Bhashya may be 
“ (better) explained thus. If Manu and others, knew a certain action (f1, 
“ the Ashtak@) as not fit for being performed, how could they declare it to be 
“ fit for being performed, and thereby lead astray the people of the present 
“day, who have done them no harm P ’ 
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“Says the Bhaishya (ın reply to this termediate objection) Because 
“of the wmpossibility of remembrance. The notion (of Ashtaka) that the 
“ people later than Manu have cannot be said to be a Remembrance, because 
“ they have never cognised ıt before, so, in the case of Manu also, if any 
“ means of recognising ıt previously were possible, then there could be a 
“remembrance of ıt, and not otherwise (but we have already shown that 
“ none of the recognised means of right notion 1s applicable to the case, 
“and hence we conclude that no remembrance was possible even for Manu) 

“ [Says the Bhdshya, in answer to the question—‘ Knowing it to 
“be unfit for being done, how could Manu delude people by declaring the 
“ Ashtakā as fit to be performed ?’|—A barren woman may declare that 
“a certain thing was done by her grandson; and then subsequently recallung 
“ the fact that she had no daughter, she could never believe her former assertion 
“ to be true ; and to this an objection 1s raised. ‘ How 1s it that the Bha- 
“ shya has left off the Son or the Daughter, and cited the Grandson as an 
“example ?’ ‘The reason for this ıs the similarity of positions That 1s 
“to say; Manu stands in the place of the Father, his previous cognition 
“stands in the place of the Son or the Daughter, and his remembrance 
“stands ın the position of the Grandson, hence (the sense of the Instance 
“18 that) just as the woman having thought of the absence of the Daugh- 
“ter, concludes her remembrance of her grandchild to be a mistake,—so, 
“in the same manner, Manu could conclude his remembrance (of the 
“ performability of the Ashtakd) to be a mistake, when he would find that 
“ıb could never be cognisable by Sense-peiception or any other means 
“of right notion (and as such there could be no incongruity ın the fact of 
“las having, under a misconception, laid down the Ashtaka).’ 

“Says the Bhashya (an answer to the above arguments) . ‘ Just as there 
“beng an unbroken remembrance with regard to the Veda (ıt 18 considered 
“authoritative, so could the same ground be urged ın favour of the Smriis).’ 
“ [And though this argument 1efers to the Verbal text of the Smrtis, yet 
“the opponent takes it as applying to an unbroken 1emembrance of their 
“ subject-matter, and proceeds to reiterate the fact of there beimg no basis 
“ for them]. 

“ The case of the Veda is entirely different (from that of the Smrtzs) , it 
‘is amenable to direct Sense-perception , and hence having by its means 
“ cognised 1ts existence ın another person, exactly as one would cognise the 
“existence of the yar at a certain place, people learn ıt from him, 
“and then remember ıb: and others cognising ıt as thus remembered, 
“get it up in their turn, and give it to others, who go on doing the same, 
“and so the process has gone on eternally, and as the remembrance 
“of every individual ıs preceded by a mghtful cognition of ıt, there is 
“no want of proper basis in this case All that ıs solely dependent upon 
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“ the usage of experienced people, is the fact that the texts thus learnt and 
“ remembered are named Veda; but even prior to the recognition of the 
“name, people directly perteive it to be something entirely different in 
“character from other things, and (in the case of a particular Veda as 
“ being learnt by a particular student) different from the other Vedas, 
‘in the form of the Rgveda (for instance) as consisting of mantras and 
“ Brahmanas different from all other things. The names of all these are 
“ eternal; and by means of these, whenever, subsequently, they come to be 
“‘cognised, they are cognised by direct Sense-perception, as we have 
* elready proved. 

“In the case of the Ashiaka, on the other hand, even when it is 
“seen as being performed by another person, and this performance 
“is cognised by Direct Sense-perceptiow), there is no such basis for 
“any idea of its having a causal potentiality (in leading the performer 
“to Heaven), like the action of the potter (which is actually seen to 
“ result in the ready made jar). If it be the mere form of the Askfuln 
“that was remembered by Manu, then other people would also have re- 
“ membered it, on having seen it with their eyes, like the ordinary acticr 
“ of cooking, as being performed by others. Butit is the causal potential.’ 
“of the Asktak& towards leading the agent to Heaven, that is said to In 
“ remembered (and is laid down as such) by Manu; but no suck capability 
“(of proceeding to Heaven) is seen to appear in another person (by 
“ the performance of the Ashiakd) ; and as such we conclude the traditional 
“assertion of such causal potentiality of the Ashtakā to be like the 
“ description of a certain colour handed down by one blind person 
“ to another. 

“Such a rude simile has been brought forward, because people are 
“impudent enough to attribute Veda-like eternality to all such asser- 
“tions, on the ground of an assumed eternality of usage. Though as a 
‘matter of fact, in the Veda, we have an eternality of faithfulness and 
“ anthoritativeness; while, in the case in question, we have an eternality of 
“falsity and inauthoritativeness. Specially because (in the case of the 
“ description handed down by the blind man) the person that had the idea 
“in the first instance did not himself see the colour; and no authority 
“can attach to that which is not cognised by one’s own self independently. 
“Exactly similar is the case with the remembrance of the Ashtaka. 
“That is to say, we do not find any Vedic Injunction on which it i» 
“based; nor can any such Injanction be inferred, when it has not had 
“any of its relations cognised (by Sense-perception). If the Smyrtis 
t had been invariably propounded, on the basis of certain Vedic Injunotiona 
“that had been found (by the Authors}, then such Injunctions would 
“also have been handed down to us,—exactly as the subjevt-matter is said 
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“to be (by means of the Smitis)—being pointed out as the source 
“from which Manu and others got their compilations 

“It may be urged that the people of old were fully satisfied with re- 
‘“membering the sense, and having thus neglected the original text, this 
“ became lost through negligence. But this 1s not right, because ıt 18 not 
“possible that people should forget that upon which rests the authority 
“of the sense , as the remembrance of the sense has no self-sufficient 
“authority (ike the Veda) All men are cognisant of the fact, that in 
“ such cases, nothing can be accepted as authoritative, untal ı1ts source 1s 
‘found in the Veda, how, then, could they forget ıt so completely ° 

“Then again, how is ıt that Manu and others did not make the 
“same efforts to hand down the original Vedic Injunctions, as they did 
“ın propounding their own compilations ? If even those Authors only 
“knew the sense, and had not found the original Veda, then we could 
“ put the above question to their predecessors , and thus the tradition 
“being found, at each step, to be without a basis (in the Veda), you would 
“not become free from the charge of your Sinrizs being absolutely baseless. 

“If it be assumed that they have a basis in the portions of the Veda, 
“that have become lost, then the autho1ity of the Smrtis of the Bauddhas 
“could also be established, by means of a similar assumption And people 
‘would be utilising the authority of such assumed Vedic texts now lost, 
“ın support of anything they might wish to assert 

“If on the other hand, the Ashtaka@ had its authority in the Veda 
“as we have it, then other people could also find 1t, just as Manu may be 
“said to have done, and it would, in that case, be a more proper course 
“to learn such facts directly from the Veda , and as such, the compilation 
“of the Smriixs would be absolutely useless (Qf all that 1s said in the 
“ Smrtis were to be found by us in the Veda itself) _ 

“ Nor do we exactly know the nature of the Vedic passage that Manu 
“found as his authonty (for the Ashteka@),—whether 16 was in the form of 
‘‘a darect Injunction (and as such possessed of inherent absolute antho- 
‘‘zity), ori that of a mere Arihavdda (and as such of doubtful authority) 
“ And, as a matter of fact, we find that, m the dark, however much a 
‘person may try with his hand, he can never distinguish white or black 
‘(which could be done by the eye alone, and in the same manner the 
“ fact of the Ashtaka@ being enjomed in the Veda cannot be accepted un- 
“less we actually find the Vedic Injunction in support of 1t) Nor can we 
‘be convinced of its being based upon the Veda, by the declarations of 
" Manu himself (as that ‘the whole Veda is the source of Dharma’ and so 
“ forth) ; because ıt is just possible that he never found any Vedic texts, 
“and made these declarations, sumply with a view to delude the people. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the Smrtis are not authorstative ” 
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Sutra (2). But on account of the agent being the same, the 
fact could be established by reasoning (Anumāna). 


Asa matter of fact, we find that the Smriis have been compiled by Manu 
and others in a correct manner, unlike the compilations of the (Bauddhas), 
and also that the fourteen Sciences ( Purana, &.), similarly compiled, give 
very correct explanations of their respective subjects. Consequently, inas- 
much as these Authors themselves are not to be met with now (and what they 
say is well said and as such cannot be without some sound basis), it becomes 
necessary to assume a certain unseen basis for their cognitions. 

And in this connection, only five assumptions are possible :—(1) that 
they were totally mistaken ; (2) that what they assert is based upon their per- 
sonal observation and experience ; (3) that they learnt it from other persons; 
(4) that they have wilfully made wrong statements, with a view to delnde 
the people; and (5) the last and the most simple and reasonable one, that 
their assertions are based upon Direct Vedic Injunctions. 

This last is the most reasonable assumption, as it is this alone that is in 
keeping with actual facts (viz.: the authoritative character of the asser- 
tions of Manu). That is to say, when it becomes necessary to make assump- 
tions of the unseen, we must try, as far as possible, to make only such as- 
sumptions as are not contrary to directly perceptible facts, and do not, 
in their turn, necessitate the assumption of other unseen facts. 

Now, then (1) if we assume the fact of Manu being totally mis- 
taken in the assertions he has made, this assamption would be contrary to 
the directly perceptible fact of his works being excellent compilations (and 
containing many correct and excellent teachings, &c.); and it would also 
tend to set aside the universally accepted authoritative character of his 
assertions ; and this assumption would also necessitate many other gratui- 
tons assumptions,—namely: (a) that the people of his own days accepted 
and followed the mistake propounded by Manu; (b) the means adopted by 
Mann, in order to prove to others that it is nota mistake, and so forth. 

(2) In the case of the assumption that the assertior= are based upon 
the compiler’s own personal observation,—(a) in the first place, we have to 
assume this observation itself ; (b) then we should have to assume an extra- 
ordinary faculty in the compiler, contrary to all that we know of among the 
people of the present day (by means of which they could directly perceive 
such superphysical entities as Dharma and the rest) ; and the possibility of 
any such extraordinary faculty, we have already set aside, in course of the 
refutation of the omniscience (of Buddha, vide Clokavartika Stra 2, Kdrikas 
144 et seg.) 

(3) As for the assumption that these assertions are based upon those of 
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other persons, this has already been set aside (ın the preceding Sw#ira), as 
resembling a description of colour handed down by blind men, nor does 
any such baseless tradition ever attain any authority 

(4) Similarly inthe case of the assumption that Manu has purposely 
sought to delude people, we have to assume, 1n the first place, this fact of his 
purposely deluding people , secondly, we have to assume his motive in thus 
seeking to delude people, thirdly, the fact of people having fallen into the 
mistake; fourthly, the fact of the continuation of the mistake up to the 
present time, and so forth, we shall have to make endless assumptions. 
Then again, this assumption would mean the denying of the authority of 
the firm conviction (of the teaching, of Manu bemg true), and this would 
be a contiadiction of a directly perceptible fact 

(5) Therefore ıt must be admitted that, instead of these, 1t 1s far more 
reasonable to assume a direct Vedic Injunction (upon which the asser- 
tions of Manu are based) In this case, we have to assume only one unseen 
fact (the existence of such an Injunction im the Veda), and itis only with 
this assumption that all other facts of the acceptance of the-Smriis by 
the great and the learned become reconciled 

And in the case of Manu, ıb ıs quite possible that there should be 
Vedic Injunctions that served as the source of his conceptions It is this 
that 13 meant by the Bhashya passage,— For this reason, it becomes possible 
for the three higher castes, to be connected with the Veda, In the case 
of the Mleccha, and otheis of that class, for whom there 1s no possibility 
of any contact with the Veda, when we meet with the assertions of these 
with regard to supersensnous objects, and we set about investigating the 
source of these, there 18 no chance of the Veda ever being found to be their 
source, and as such we are obliged to seek for thew source In one of the 
aforesaid four sources of misconceptions, and thereby conclude the asser- 
tions to be absolutely untrustworthy. In the case (of the Biahmana, &c ), 
where there 1s every possibilty of the Veda supplying the source sought 
after, all othe: sources being thereby set aside, there 1s no chance of the 
assertions being baseless, and as such we cannot but admit the source of 
these to lie in the Veda itself, 

Then, there 1s the question—“ How is it that tlis Vedic Injunction 
(of the Ashiak@) 1s not fonnd ? ” 

To this, some people make the followmgieply ‘Such Vedic Injunc- 
tions are always to be inferred; they are never directly mentioned , exactly 
like those injunctions that are assumed on the strength of the implication 
of certain mantras (eg, the mantra ‘I cut the grass, the seat of the gods” 
is accepted as pomting to the assumed mjunetion that this mantra should 
be recited at the cutting of the grass) Though ıt may be questioned how 
an imjanction that 1s neve: uttered can ever be recognised as the requisite 
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basis,—yet that cannot affect our position; becanse, the fact of such In- 
junction being the source is established by an unbroken remembrance, 
which is as unbroken as the handing down of the Vedic text itself. (That 
is to say Manu also knew of the Ashiakd as having been laid down by 
previous teachers; and as this continued tradition is not otherwise expli- 
cable, itis quite reasonable for us to assume an original Vedic Injunction). 
Just as in the case of the text of the Veda, it is accepted as existing in its 
original form, only on the ground of its having been handed down by an 
unbrokex line of teachers,—so too in the case in question, we van establish 
an unbroken line of such Vedic Injunctions, as are inferred through the 
(Apparent Inconsistency of the) declaration of the remembrance of the Ash- 
takā (i.e. by all teachers of the old times, one after the other).’ 

But this explanation is not quite satisfactory ; because the tradition has 
already been spoken of as resembling the description of colour handed down 
by blind men. As for the Vedic Injunction that is never uttered, as this 
ean never be cognisable by any means of right notion, it is scarcely possible 
to prove its existence ; and thereby the Smyti comes to resemble the grand- 
child of the barren woman (as urged under the last Sūtra). As for the as- 
sumption of Vedic Injunctions on the strength of the implications of the 
mantras, these latter are eternal, and as such there is nothing contradictory 
in their having the eternal potentiality of pointing to the existence of 
Vedic Injunctions; whereas in the case of the Smrtis, they themselves 
stand in need of the basic Vedie Injunction, and as such cannot rightly he 
made the means of inferring non-uttered injunctions). 

For these reasons, it would be far more reasonable to assume the Surtis 
to have their source in the Injunctions contained in such portions of the 
Veda as have been lost; nor is such disappearance of the Veda impossible, 
as even now we fiud the Veda losing much of itself, either through the 
negligence or laziness of the students, or through the gradual disappearance 
of people versed in it. It cannot be urged that any and every theory 
could declare itself to be based upon such authority; because such lost 
Vedie texts can be assumed only on the ground that without such texts, the 
firm conviction and remembrance of highly respectable people of the three 
higher castes remain inexplicable. 

Or, we may hold that the Smytis are based upon texts contained in 
the very portions of the Veda that are available now-a-days. Ifit te 
questioned—how is it that they are not found ?—we make the following 
reply: (1) Because of the various branches of the Veda being scattered ; 
(2) because of the negligence of the people learning it; and (3) beeause 
of the texts being contained in diverse sections of the Veda ;—we fail to 
actually lay our hands upon those texts that form the basis of the 
Smrtis. 

lo 
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There has been a further question—‘ Why then were these Vedic texts 
themselves not collected togethe: ” ? 

And the reply to this ıs that this was not done, fo. fearing of destroy- 
ing the natural order of the text of the Veda It ıs only a fixed order 
of the verbal text of the Veda the study of which has been enjoimed 
And as for the rules of conduct dealt with in the Sits, these are 
scattered about here and there, ın various branches, chapters and sections 
of the Veda And of these (as appearing im the Veda), some actions 
are laid down with direct reference to human agents, while some are 
such as are laid down in connection with the varous sacrifices, but 
are, for some reason ol other, explained as refering to the human agent 
also, as for example, we have such prohibitive injunctions as “One 
should not talk to his wife if she be, &.,” “One should not thieaten a 
Bidhmana” (These occur in the section on the “ Daica-Pérnamasa sacri- 
fice, and as in connection with this sactifice, 1t has already been laid 
down once before that it the sacrifice:’s wife happen to be in a certain 
condition, she ıs not to be present ab the sacrifice, the prohibition of 
any conversation with her becomes absolutely irrelevant, if taken as 
applying to the sacrifice, and for this reason it 1s explained as a general 
rule of conduct, to be observed im ordinary ıntercourse The same 1s the 
case with the threatening of the B:dhinana) 

And 1f Manu went about extracting only such teats (as bear upon the 
general conduct of men), and teaching these separately, then as the 
natural ordet of the Veda would be disturbed, he would be duectly going 
against the injunction of the study of the text of the Veda And on the 
strength of this example set by Manu, people might leave off the Atha- 
tāda portions (as useless) and read only the Vidhs portions of the Veda, 
or only such portions of ıt as would be of help in the performance of the 
sacrifices , and thereby the Veda itself would gradually disappear 

Then again, Manu himself could not necessarily have studied all the 
branches of all the Vedas (and as such he could not always lay lis hands 
upon all Vedic teats) What he must have done was to try and find out 
the texts from various students ot the different branches, and then to 
have kept in mind the meaning ot these teats, wlich be must have em- 
bodied in his compilation 

Nor can ıt be reasonably urged (as has been done in the Përinponsha) 
that, ‘we do not quite know whether the texts on which Mann based Ins 
rule were m the fom of a Duect Injunction, or only in that of Artha 
caidas’, because just as the firmness of the conviction in the Smif 
precludes the fact of 1ts being based upon a misconception, so would it 
also preclude the chance of its being based upon an Artharada passage 
For without doubt Manu was capable of distinguishing a Duect Tnqune- 
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tion from an Arthavāda. And inasmuch as we find the Smrti itself to 
have the form of Direct Injunction, it could only point to a homogenous 
Vedic Text, which therefore must be admitted to be of the form of Direct 
Injunction ; and there can be no grounds for holding the Smrti to have a 
heterogenous source in an Artharāda. 

And further, the authors of the Smytis themselyes have completely 
bound themselves by such declarations as—“ The whole of the Veda is 
the root of Dharma,” “all of it is mentioned in the Veda,” and so forth : 
and certainly these assertions could not have been blindly accepted 
by the people of their own days (without their having fully examined 
the truthfulness of these assertions, which could have been accepted only 
after the people had found the base of all that is laid down in the Smrtis, 
in direct Vedic Injunctions). Hence we conclude that the Nmrtis have 
their authority through the Veda itself. 

l Some people seek to establish by Inference, the self-sufficient 
authority of the Smrtis, or the fact of their being based upon the 
Veda, by means of the premiss—“ because the agent is the same.” But 
their argument becomes too wide, when we refer to such actions as are 
performed by the same people under the influence of some temporary 
impulse (which actions too would come to be equally authorised); and 
further, if the Simrtis be held to be proved “ self-authoritative,” then such 
an argument would be directly contradicted by the apparent fact of many 
Smrti Injunctions having their source in Direct Vedic Injunctions that 
are easily accessible. For these reasons, we must admit Apparent In- 
consistency alone, as has been mentioned in the Siitras, as establishing the 
fact of the Smrtis having their source in the Veda; as there are no in- 
superable objections to this; and © Appirent Inconsistency ™ can also be 
called “ Anumédna,’ inasmneh as it gives rise to cognition, efter or in 
the wake of —' anu ’—Sense-perception (manu) 

Says the Bhashya—Asya éra Smrterdradhimnah karanam anumdsya- 
thé: and this may be explained as—‘ we shall infer the source (of the 


i The Author has based his arguments in favonr of the fact of the Smrtts 
beng based upon the Veda, on the Apparent Inconsistency of the facts therein treated 
=f veing remembered by an unbroken line of respectable people; and he bas explained 
\Le expression “ because of the agent being the same * (of the Sūtra) as only pointing 
tothe powsibility (in the case of the Smrtis of the three higher castes) of their being 
Paed upon Direct Vedic Injunctions. He now sets abont refuting the view of some 
commentators who explain the Sūtra in the sense of a direct Inferential Argament, 
sec sing to prove, by means of the premiss, the fact of the Smyr cither being self- 
authoritative, or having its source in the Veda; this argument being expanded into 
the followh.¢ form: “The Smrfis are authoritative, —because the persons that per- 
form the ncis laid down in them are the same as those that perform those laid down in 
the Veda,—just as the Veda (is authoritative)?” and so forth. 
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Smrtt ın the Veda) from the firmness (of ıts conviction and remem- 
brance)’, oir as—‘ we shall infer the source of thas firmness (of 1ts convic- 
tion) (to lie in the Veda)’ 

Says the Bhashya—Hven in this life men are not found to duecily per- 
cewe such facts (as the Ashtak@, &c) And the sense of this is that 
inasmuch as the course of our existence 1s separated from anothe: by a pro- 
cess of death that destroys all previous impressions, we can never be said 
to carry (ın out present existence) any ideas, gained from duect perception, 
of certain courses of action leading to ce1tain super physical results (and as 
such the Smrtis of Manu, &c, cannot be said to have their source in 

- any direct perception of their Authors) 

The Bhashya says—Because of the fuct of the performer of the acts lard 
down um the Smirtis being the same as that of those enjoined ın the Veda, 
at as possible that the three higher classes should have sound the (1 equusite) 
Vedic texts, and this is said only ın order to show that ıt 1s possible for 
a Duect Vedic Injunction to be the souice of that contained in the 
S mri 

Says the Bhāshya—It ıs possible that they (the Vedic texts) muy have 
been forgotten Even at the present day, we find people forgetting the 
texts, and the texts becoming lost ven when the i1equisite texts had 
existed in othe: branches of the Veda, 1t 1s possible that (at the time that 
the Smrt, was being compiled) ıt may have been forgotten ın which partı- 
cular branch the paiticula: text was to be found (and this may have been 
the reason why Manu did not mention the corroborative texts) , though 
he only carefully cherished the fact ot his assertion being authoritative as 
based upon the Veda, and as for the duect recognition of such basic text, 
he did not consider if of much use, and go let it diop off 

The Bhashyu says that such rules of conduct (laid down m the Smi- 
fs) as are laid down to be observed, as occasion for each presents 1tself— 
such 1ules, fo. instance, as ‘the Teacher ıs to be respectfully attended 
upon,’ ‘old men are to be 1everenced,’ and so forth—have theu authority 
based upon then peiceptible uses 

But this is not quite mght, because the standpoint upon which we 
have started ıs that the Smitis are an authority ın matters relating to 
Dharma, and as such 16 1s not quite reasonable to asseit then authority 
to be based upon ordinary petceptible purposes, and thereby make the 
duties therein laid down, similar to such ordinary acts as the tling of 
the ground and the like (which have only a visible use) We have noi 
taken upon ourselves the task of establishing the authority of all actions, 
as 16.18 only the desire to know the nature of Dharma that 1s our sole 
purpose. if such actions, as the attending upon the Teacher and the lke 
had only visible results, they would be like the ordinary actions of the 
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world, tilling the ground, §c.; and as such they could not have any 
authority bearing upon Dharma; and would be entirely irrelevant in the 
present connection. 

It may be said that these have been mentioned as unanthoritative acts 
(and not as authoritative and as such bearing upon Dharma). Bat this is 
not possible ; because in that case they should have been broaght forward 
under the fourth aphorism ‘“ Hétudargandcca”’ (I—ii—4) (where the un- 
authoritative portions of the Smrti are pointed ont); and in that case, 
the citing of the example—“ Hence when the good one goes forward, the 
had one follows him ”—would be entirely irrelevant and useless (as this 
is a Vedic passage, and as such cannot rightly be cited as an instance 
in support of an unauthoritative injunction of the Smrti). 

Nor again can the injunction ‘the teacher shonld be attended upon’ 
be said to have the visible end of propitiating the Teacher who (as the 
Bhashya says), thus propttiated, would teach well, and explain satisfactorily 
all the knotty points of the scriptures; because there is no such hard 
and fast rule as that without obeying the teacher the scriptures cannot 
be learnt; as we do find the Teacher being indaced to teach, by means 
of requests and remonstrances. And in this lies the use of the res- 
trivtive Injunction (that “it is by means of attendance alone that the 
Teacher should be approached and made to teach”). And as for the fact 
of the visible use, in the case of all actions (Vedic as well as worldly) we 
can always point out in the way that the Bha@shya has done, some visible 
purpose or other, in the shape of acquiring a King’s assistance, protection 
of one’s self, acquiring of some form of pleasure and the like. As even in 
the case of such actions as the “ threshing” of the corn, and the Kariri 
sacrifice (which are laid down in the Veda), the fact of their having visible 
purposes does not make them devoid of Vedic authority. 

Thus then, even though the aforesaid Smriti Injunctions serve visible 
purposes, yet it is quite possible that they may have a basis in the Veda; 
as for instance, the invisible result that is to follow from the restriction of 
the specified courses of action (as being the only one advised, out of many 
others leading to the same resalt) cannot have any other authority (save 
the Veda, which is the only true authority for superphysical facts). 

For these reasons, the attending upon the Teacher, &c., being of the 
uature of a “ naimittika” Injunction (i.e. the Injunction of a course of 
action to be followed on a certain occasion}, a non-performance of it would 
constitute a sin, which would be avoided by the performance of the said 
action (this is one transcendental result) ; and the visible result will be (as 
pointed ont iu the Bhashya) that the Teacher being pleased with the pupil 
would teach him well; and the effect of the restrictive Injunction (of this 
particular means of acquiring learning) would be in the shape of an in- 
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visible potency that would enable him to finish his conrse of studies without 
any obstacles And it ıs only when we accept this attendance upon the 
Teacher to have both visible and invisible results, that the discussıion—as 
to whether such attendance ıs to be performed only once or over and over 
again, as propounded in Szta 30, of the second Pada of Adhyaya VI—can 
be possible [The conclusion arrived at, ın the .ldhikarana 1eferied to ig 
that, masmuch as such attendance has both visible and invisible results, 
it is to be performed over and over again], and if the action had only a 
visible result, there could be no question or doubt as to whether 1t should 
be repeated or not asın that case ıt would be like the action of drinking 
water , and asin the case of this latte, people raise no questions, but conclude 
that the diinking is to be repeated whenevei one feels thirsty , so too ın 
the case of the action of attendance, people would conclude that as it has 
only a visible result, we may 1epeatit whenever we may want the particular 
visible result , (and as such there could be no doubt on the point, and hence 
no ground for the aforesaid discussion) 

Then the assertion of the Bhashya—that these hare thet: authorita- 
frreness based npon the fact of theu bringing about perceptible results—must 
be taken as laying another strong point home to the opponent,— the sense of 
the argument being this —-} ou may succeed perhapsin shaking the authority 
of such St Injunctions as have been laid down as leading to transcen- 
dental results, but how can the said Injunctions, that are actually found 
to bring about the results that are mentioned, be said to be unauthozita- 
tive and false?” Though we do not assume any particular Vedic texts with 
1egaid to the establishing of Assembly Rooms and the founding of water- 
drinking stations, yet all such philanthropic deeds become included in the 
Vedic text that enjoins the doing of good to others as a duty, and it 1s 
fiom this general Vedic Injunction that such actions derive then authority 

(As for the Vedic texts in support of the particular Smite Injunc- 
tions enumerated in the Bhashya we have the following) —(1) In connec- 
tion with the fetching of the Ishtakd, 1t 13 laid down mm the Veda that 1n the 
cart the horsc-is-to be yoked ın front of the ass, and it 1s added “ when the 
good one goes along, the bad one follows him,” which indicates the neces- 
sity cf the lower (disciple) following (and hence obeying) the greater 
(Teacher) (2) It ıs said in praise of a certain deity —“ you are a boon to 
others, just hke the water-diinking station in the desert”, and this praise 
of the particular institution points tothe advisability of founding such sta- 
tions for the good of others. (3) It1s laid down in the Smrtes that one 
should have his Çıkhā (lock of hair on the head) done up m a definite way, 
m order to seive as a mark for the particular class of Rəh:s from whom 
he ıs descended And in this case, the restrictive Injunction as to this 
particular method to be followed must have a transcendental 1esult , and 
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hence the authority of this Injunction cannot be held to rest upon the said 
visible result alone , for certainly, there are many other means by which 
the particular class of Rshis could be indicated Consequently, the real 
purport of the Injuuction must be something else Anditis this in orde: 
to regulate the number of © avattus” (offerings) at saciifices (which 1s i 
accordance with the Gvtiu of each priest), 1b 1s absolutely necessary that the 
name of the Gotra should be distinctly marked, and in this Vedic fact 
would he the foundation of the Smri Injunction of ananging the Cikha 
in a definite way, and as for the restriction of this particular means, as wi 
cannot find out any othe reason, we are obliged to assume that this parts 
cular method would produce a certain effect upon the man himself And 
thus all Smis having distinct purposes to serve, their authoritatis eness 
becomes fully established 

Among the Sm tıs themselves, such portions as are related to Dharmu 
or Deliverance have then ongin directly ın the Veda, while those that 
have pleasure, &c, in view, are based upon the ordinary experience of the 
woild This rule also holds good respecting the exhortations contaimed in 
the Ituhasas and Puranas 

As for stories met with in these, they serve the purposes of the Apthu- 
vada, as expliuned above The description of the various parts of the 
Earth (contained ın the Puranas) serve the purpose of pointing out aud 
distinguishing the places fitted for the performance ot Dharma and tdlv mua 
and also for the proper experiencing of the effects of such performances , 
and these are based, partly upon the Veda, and partly upon the common 
experience of the world The histories of the various families (recounted 
in the Puranas) serve the purpose of differentiating the people of different 
castes, and are based upon Duect Perception and Memory The descr1p- 
tions of the various measures of space and periods of time, serve the 
purpose of regulating the ordinary practices of the world, as also the 
sciences of Astronomy and Astrology, these are based upon duect per- 
ception, as also upon inferences deduced from various mathematical thio- 
ries The descriptions of the state of things to be in the future (as 
recounted in the Puranas) serve the purpose of pointing out the natnie of 
the various periods of eternally-1evolving time, and also the variegated 
characte: of the results of 1ighteous and unrighteous conduct, and these 
have tlen origin in the Veda itself 

Among the Auxiliary Sciences too, there are certain portions: that 
treat of things that are of use in sacrifices, and these have their origin- 
the Veda, while othe: puts treat of such as are useful only m the serving 
of some visible worldly purpose; and these have then basis upon ordinary 
experience 

(1) In the Crksha, the differentiations of the organs of pronuncia- 
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tion of letters, their accents and time, &c, have their perceptible uses, 
while the assertion, that if a saciifice is performed with a full knowledge 
of these details, there follows a particular result—eg “If the mantra be 
recited without correct accents or pronunciation, 1t kills the sacrifice: ”— 
is based upon the Veda 

(2) In the case of the Kalpasiitias, we have explanations of the real 
purport of the Injunctions deducible from the rules that are found scatter- 
ed ım the various bianches of the Veda, intermixed with Arthavdda, &c , 
and as such these explanations have their origin in these latter In these 
we also meet with ceitain rules of conduct to be followed by the priests, 
and these are based upon considerations of then convenience, and as such 
have then origin ın ordinary experience 

(3) In the case of Vya@karana, the knowledge of corieet and incorrect 
forms of words has a perceptible use, exactly like a knowledge of the differ. 
ences among trees, and as such, 1t 1s based upon direct Sense-perception , 
and the assertion—that the use of correct words fully accomplishes the 
result of the action performed, while that of incorrect words ci eates obstacles 
in ifs fruition,—has its ongin ın the Veda 

[(4) The case of Nv ukta 1s similar to that of Vydkarana, as ıt also 
serves the purpose of regulating the sense in which a word can be correctly 
employed, and hence this has not been mentioned separately | 

(5) As for the science of Chanda, the correct! differentiation of the 
Gāyatrı and other metres, 1s found to be of perceptible use in the Veda 
as well as in o1dina1y experience, and as such ıt ıs based upon direct 
perception, while the asse:tion—that a certain result follows from a sacri- 
fice when performed with a full knowledge of the metre of the mantia 
employed—is founded upon the Veda, as tor instance, we find the follow- 
ing declaration ın the Veda—‘‘One who, at his own sacrifice, or at the 
sacrifice of others, makes use of a mantra or a Brahmana of which he 
does not know the &sh2z, the metre and the deity, &c , &c.”—which men- 
tions a distinctly undesirable result as following f1om such conduct 

(6) In the case of the Seience of Jyautisha, the knowledge of the 
dates and asterisms, —as computed by means of the various periods of 
time as divided into regularly revolving cycles, and by a knowledge of the 
revolutions of the sun and the moon,—1is based upon inferences deduced from 
such mathematical theories as have been handed down from times i1mme- 
morial In this science we also meet with the declaration that certain 
good and evil results, as following from previous good and bad deeds, are 
indicated by the good or bad position of the planets at the tıme of one’s 
birth; and ıt also lays down certain expiatory rites to be performed 
with a view to amelhorate the planetary conditions, and through these 
rites, the science comes to have its origin in the Veda, 
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The above remarks apply also to the sciences of Palmistiy, Archi- 
tecture, &c , with regard to these two, however, we may assume such direct 
Injunctions as that “ when one comes across such signs in a man’s body, or 
such maiks in the houses, he should take these signs to mean such and 
such a thing,” &c, &e 

As tor Mīmānsā, ıt 1s based upon the Veda, upon ordinary experience, 
and also upon Direct Perception and Inference, &c , based upon these, and 
it has been 1eared up by an unbroken line of scientific teachers, no single per- 
son could ever have been able to compile such vast collections of arguments 

The same may be said also of the science of Reasoning. The meaning 
of Vedic passages ıs expressed by means of the meanings of words, but in 
ordinary usage, the denotation of words is found to be mixed up with 
the several factors of Class (Property, Action, and Name) , and these can 
be directly discriminated, never by themselves, but only by means of Sense- 
perception and the 1est, as distinguished by their respective character- 
istics, and as put forward by their learned expounders. The Veda itself 
being scattered over many branches can be 11ghtly ascertained and made 
to serve its purpose only by these meaus of right notion, consequently, 
all these should be properly learnt by the help of the science of Reasoning: 
This has been declared by Manu also, who says ‘‘ Sense-perceptaon, In- 
ference, and Verbal Authority, as based upon various se:iptures,—these 
three should be well learnt by one who desires a (knowledge of) pure 
Dharma”, and again—“ He who approaches Dia, ma by means of Reason- 
ing, he alone, and none else, understands ıt”, and all these pomt to the 
necessity of the science of Reasonmg For the most part, now-a-days, 
people are much more prone to uniighteousness, and thereby having their 
intuition blurred by ignorance, they take to evil paths Consequent- 
ly (with a view to set these people ight), what the science of Reason- 
ing,—as based upon experience, Arthavada, the Veda, (direct Injunctions) 
and the Upanishads,—does 1s to point out the trend of the misconception 
and also of the correct conclusion (with regard to a certain point),—then to 
lay down the arguments in support of both,—and lastly, to arııve at the 
correct conclusion, after having fully considered the comparative strength 
of the arguments adduced from both sides If1t were not tor such systematic 
argumentations, various arguments would be appeariug to people at 1andom, 
and would be giving lise to all sorts of misconceptions, through sheer 
ignoiance (of the various phases of the question) And (if the correct 
conclusion were not properly shown, deduced from the proved premisses, 
and if only the arguments from both sides had been put down) people 
would be employmg then own mistaken judgments in the choosing of 
the arguments, and ın rejecting some and accepting others, without refer- 
ence to any definite standard 

16 
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And as for the dogmatically persistent acceptance and expounding 
of such entities as eternalıty and non-eternality, oneness and separateness, 
generality, speciality, distinction, and so forth, these are due to the fact of the 
impossibility of any definite conclusion being arrived at, unless a ceitam 
position 1s at first dogmatically taken up as the expounden’s own As all 
the peculiarities of any object are not capable of being comprehended all 
at once, the expounder cannot but dogmatically take up each of them 
separately, ın order to bing about a correct discrimination of the various 
denotations of words as they happen to apply to one or the othe: of the 
various factors (of the Class, the Property, the Action, or the Name) 
Otherwise such people as have not comprehended thr arguments in favour 
of one or the other of the aforesaid factors of Generality, Speciahty, and 
the like, could not, by mere personal observation, ascertain any defimite 
factor of an object, as denoted by a particular word 

The gloryfications and the villifications too, es contained in the A)thavada 
passages, come to be taken as forming parts of specific injunctions and 
prohibitions, only by means of absolute acceptance of the efernality or non- 
efernulity, the oneness or separateness, of the various objects, aud couse- 
quently, if 16 were not for the variegated character of objects as dogmati- 
cally propounded (at first), these glorifications, &e , would become absolute- 
ly baseless (And for these reasons, the nature of all objects must be 
fully considered, and as a correct conclusion cannot be arrived at unless 
each individual theorist puts forth his own arguments in the strongest 
language possible, each separate system of philosophy has its use). 

As for the various theores with regard to the tact of the world 
originating from a contact of Primordial Matter and the Soul, or froma God, 
or from an atom, and to that of its being continually created and dissoly- 
ed,—these have all then origin m the ideas given nse to by the mantra 
and the Atharvada, and point out the fact of the yross being a modifica- 
tion of, and proceeding from, the subiale, and the use of all this hes in 
the 1ecognition of the relation of cause and effect, between the sacrifice 
and its :esults, the attaining of heaven and the hke 

The acceptance of creation and dissolution has its use in the proper 
differentiation of the scopes of Destiny and Personal Effort (and the point- 
ing out of the fact of Destiny being stronger than Effort), as m all eases 
(fı ın the case of creation, though there 1s no Effort) the action is 
brought about by the sheer force of Destiny (as also in the ease of 
Dissolution, though the efforts of all beings are pomted towards the con- 
tinuation of the world yet), there 1s a cessation of the creative process 
simply because the Destiny of Creation has ceased to operate. 

And as for the theones of Ideihsm, momentary character of the 
things, demal ot the sdi, de —all of which bave then origm m the Up- 
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anishads,—they have been propounded, only with a view to dissuade 
people from cultivating an excessive affection for the things of the world 

Thus then, all the Smrtis, as well as all Aumbhary Sciences, have 
been proved to be authoritative In the case of such results as are to fol- 
low at a distant point of time, no personal experience can be found to 
serve as its basis, and consequently im all such vases we infer the basis to 
le in the Veda itself While in the cases of directly perceptible results, 
as in the case of the curing of scorpion-bites by means of incantations, 
we actually observe ıt to be true in the case of other people, and thence 
come to the conclusion that the science of such tieatment cannot but be 
true and authormtative This discrimination (of the basis lying ım the 
Veda or in ordinary experience) can always be successfully made. 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
The greatest authority rests in direct Vedic declarations. 


Sutra (3) When there is a contradiction between the Smrti 
and the Çruti, the former is to be disregarded; it is only when 
there is no such contradiction that we have an assumption of the 
Vedic text. 


The authoritativeness of the Smrii has been established in a general 
way; and as such authoritativeness belong to all sorts of Smritis, the author 
now proceeds to lay down exceptions to the general authoritativeness 
established before, with special reference to the case of such Smrtis as 
are found to be directly contradictory to universally-accepted Vedic texts. 

Whenever there is any such contradiction, the authority of the Smrtis 
is to be totally disregarded; as itis only when there is no such con- 
tradiction that we have an inference of a Vedic text in support of the 
particular Smrti injunction. The contradiction meant here is that of 
Vedic declarations, when such declarations do not lend any countenance 
to (on the other hand directly lay down the contrary of) the declarations 
m the Smrti. 

The present Adhikarana (of the Bhāshya) cites such instances of the 
Smt as are directly contradictory to direct Vedic Injunctions, and 
then having considered all the arguments bearing upon the point at 
issue, comes to the above conclusion. 

The Doubt, that gives rise to the Adhikarana, is expressed in this 
form: Is such contradictory Smrti also to be accepted as an authority 
with regard to Dharma, or is it an exception to the authoritativeness of 
Smrtis in general ? 

The reasons for such doubtarethusexplained: The Smrti contradicting 
the Veda, being capable of having this contradiction explained in some way or 
other, and the authority of the Vedic Injunction assumed as the basis of this 
Smrti (in accordance with the last Adhikarana) having an authority equal to 
the direct Vedic Injunction that the Smrti is found to contradict, there natural- 
ly arises the question,—Is such a Smyrli to be accepted as authoritative ? 
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or is it to be totally disregarded, on account of such contradiction, uot 
allowing of the application of any one of the two aforesaid reasons to 
the case of such Smrtis? When two notions are found to present tw: 
contradictory ideas with regard to one and the same object, they ar 
said to contradict one another; and the question, as to which of tle 
two is to be accepted to the preclusion of another, is decided accord- 
ing to their comparative strength (or authority). (1) Under such cir- 
cumstances, when we come to suspect a certain Smrti injunction of 
being contradictory to a direct Vedic Injunction, it is jast possible that 
the suspected contradiction could be explained and set aside, by show- 
ing that the two donot exactly refer to the same subject; or even when 
they do treat of the same subject, as there would be no contradiction, 
if one could be explained as a General Injunction, and the other as the 
prohibition of a particular phase of it, the two texts could be accepted 
side by side; specially as in another case (where the particular prohibi- 
tion would not be applicable), both of them could be found to be equally 
applicable, and as such they could both be accepted as optional alter- 
natives, both equally authoritative; and thus there would be no absolute 
contradiction between the two texts. And secondly, the idea brought 
about by the Vedic text assumed in support of the particular myrti text 
being Vedic in its character, as that produced by a direct Vedic Injunction, 
and thereby both being equally strong in their authority, both the texts 
could be accepted as equally authoritative. And consequently, with 
reference to the particular subject, the authority of the Smrti could not 
be absolutely disregarded. (2) On the other hand, when we find 
that however much we may try, we are unable either to explain the con- 
tradictory texts as referring to two distinct subjects, or to accept both 
of them side by side, as referring to the general and particular aspects 
of the same subject, or to admit of both as equally authoritative 
optional alternatives—we cannot but conclude that the two texts 
contradict one another entirely. And as for the Vedic text that is 
assumed or inferred, and that which is directly laid down in the Veda, 
there is a vast difference in the authority of the two, as much as 
there is between ordinary Sense-perception and Inference. Consequently, 
then, there being no chance of both being accepted side by side, we 
cannot but totally disregard the authority of the Smrti, in contradis- 
tinction to the direct Vedic Injunction which has been shown to possess 
a much higher authority. [These are the two ways of looking at the 
contradiction ; and both having a show of reasonableness about them, they 
naturally give rise to a doubt in the mind of the student, and thu- 
give occasion for the present Adhikarana.} On this question then, we havc 
the following :— 
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PURVAPAKSHA 


“ The conclusion that presents itself at first ıs ın this form ‘Even when 
“thoreis a contradiction, the authority of the Smrtz cannot be denied, 
“ becauseif the Smr be once held to be unauthoritative, 1t would be a sad en- 
“ croachment upon the limits laid down before (1e, there would be no per- 
‘ manency ın the notion of the authoritativeness of Smifis) In matters 
“relating to the performance of Dharma, we are always able to assert the 
‘unfeigned authority of such Smries as have been found to be based upon 
“ Duect Vedic Injunctions , and with regard to these all suspicions of their 
“origin lying in Deception or Illusion have been set aside If we once 
‘ began to doubt the authomty of the Smriis, upon such grounds as the 
“ Contiadiction of Vedic Injunctions, the presence of such reasons for action as 
‘avarice and the like (as shown im the next Sdira), mutual cont adrctions 
“among the Smrirs themselves, and other such like arguments,—then, how 
“could we ever be able to ascertain whether or not any particular Smris 
“15 contradicted by any Injunction contained ın the Veda, specially as the 
“Vedas have an endless number of rescensions differing from one another 
“ın whole chapters, and whose authouity 1s of a variegated character,—being 
“ based upon Injunctions by Direct Assertions as well as by Indirect Impli- 
“cations, and also upon Indirect Transference of relations by means 
“of significant names, &c ? Consequently people having their suspicions 
“ once aroused could not come to have any confidence in any Smriz Injunc- 
“tion, and this want of confidence would deprive the Smrir of even the 
“slightest shade of authority For ıf the Smriz even once happens to 
“lose hold of its basis in the Veda, and comes to be attributed to its 
“source 1n the realms of illusion, &c., even Indra himself could not step 
“im to save ıt (from total submergence in illusion, aud as such the efforts 
“mado in the last Admkararna to piove that the Smrii ıs not altogether 
“based upon Illusion would become useless) When the Sims 1s once 
‘ decided to have 1ts origin in one source (that of the Veda), then 16 1s 
‘ only 1ight that we should set aside the possibility of any other origin 
‘ for ıb (10 the shape of Illusion and the like), ın order to remove all doubts 
‘as to its authoritative character (and as such ın our case the effort to 
prove that the Smré: ıs not based upon Illusion, &c , becomes useful), but 
‘this cannot be so, when there 18 no permanent fixity to the idea that the 
‘Smytz has its sole basis in the Veda (in which case all the efforts of the 
last Adhikarana become absolutely useless). 

“ And further, if there were no contradictions among the Vedic texts 

‘ themselves, then alone could the contradiction of the Veda by the Smrli 
“ yastify us in seeking for the source of the latter elsewhere (in the 1ealms 
“of Illusion, &c) But as a matter of fact, we often find the Vedic texts 
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“themselves laying down contradictory courses of actions, such for in- 
“stance as the Injunctions—(1) Pours the libation before the Sun has eisen, 
“and (2) * Pours the libation when the Sun has risen’; ‘ Holds the Shadagi 
“t vessels at the Atirdtra, aud does not hold the Shodaci vessels at the .(+i@tra,’ 
“ and so forth,—where itis absolutely impossible to follow both the courses 
“ laid down. 

“Under the circumstances, if by chance, a few Smrti Injunctions, 
“based upon certain texts of other Rescensions of the Veda, be found to 
“lay down certain facts in opposition to those laid down by the partien- 
“Jar Rescension that one may have himself studied,—this mere set of 
‘their support not being found in what we ourselves may havr :ead, 
cannot justify us, who base our conduct upon the whole of the Veda 
“in all its several branches, to absolutely deny the existence of such 
“corroborative Vedic texts as are distinctly pointed ont, by these very 
“ Smrti, Injunctions, as having been found an duly studied by other 
“ persons of bygone ages (Manu, for instance); specially as all Vedie texts 
“are equally authoritative for all men, as we shall show under the S'ri — 
“ The Veda is not addressed to any one person (II—iv—18); aud also peeanse 
“the Smrti is as good a means of ascertaining the Vedic texts, as a study 
“of the Vedu itself. 

“ Therefore, just as you accept the authority of even such Velie texts 
“as are mutually contradictory, in the same manner, you should also 
“accept the authority of the Vedic and Smrti texts, that may be found to 
“ contradict one another. 

“Then again, from what you say, it would seem that when there is 
“no contradiction of the Veda, the Smriti has its foundation in the Veda ; 
“while, when there is a contradiction, it has its foundation elsewhere (in 
“ Illusion, &c.); and certainly this would be a very half-hearted theory. 
“ [ Ardhavaicasa literally means half-killing]. 

“Secondly, with a deal of effort it has been proved above (in the last 
“ Adhikarana) that the Smrt: has no foundation in anything else (save the 
“Veda); and to revive the question again, on the mere presence of a 
“ seeming contradiction, is an excess that cannot be very well allowed. 

“ For these reasons, we must conelude that the Smrti is alwavs based 
“npon the Veda. For if even the slightest chance of other sources (as 
“that of Illusion and the like) be introduced, all hope for any authority 
“of the Smrti might well be given up. 

“Then again with regard to the Smti, in certain cases yon would be 
“denying the possibility of any such basis as those of Illusion and the like 
“ (with a view to establish their authority, as has been done in the previous 
“ Adhikarana) ; while in other cases you would be admitting the possibility 
“of such bases (in order to deny their authoritative character); aud such 
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“a suicidal process (of reasoning) not being allowable, the denial (of 
“the authority of even such Smrizs as contiadict the Veda) cannot be 
“considered ight Therefore, whether the Smriis be authoritative oL 
“not, this authouitativeness or its contrary must be accepted as absolute 
“ly undisputed, and there can be nc half and half authorıty and absence 
“of authority (exactly as one and the same woman cannot be half young 
‘Sand half old) 

“ And certainly the authors who compiled the Smriis must have been 
“ cognisant of the fact of certain declarations therein contained being con- 
“tradictory to the direct assertions of the Veda, and this clearly leads to 
“the conclusion that they must have biaved this contradiction, only on 
“the strength of certain other Vedic texts, on which they based their 
declarations 

“If the mere fact of perceptible worldly motives being found fot the 
“actions laid down in the Smits were to make them unauthoitative, 
“then, mmasmuch as there ıs always a likelihood of some such motive 
“being found, in connection with all that 1s laid down in the Veda, all 
‘ the sciiptures would have to be considered equally unauthoritative For 
‘Camstance, such grounds of the alleged unauthoritativeness of the Smriis, 
‘fas the presence of the motives of affection, aversion, vanity, recklessness, 
delusion, laziness, avarice, and the like, are capable of being attributed 
“to all actions (Vedic as well as non-Vedic) So long as our own minds 
‘are pure and devoid of all wickedness, we can always admit the Smrizs 
“to have a sound basis (in the Veda), and it 1s only when our own 
“minds become tainted that we begin to suspect their authoritative 
“ character, 

“ What performance of Dharma is there, ın which some sort of a 
“perceptible motive cannot be found, and which cannot be found to be 
“ contradictory to some other Duect Vedic Assertions ? (The chances of 
“eontiadiction are equally present ın all Injunctions, whether the action 
“laid down be found to have a perceptible motive or not) And then 
“again, the ternbly ignorant Atheists have no othe: business except find- 
“ang some sort of a worldly motive for all actions,—even those that are 
“not due to any apparent perceptible worldly motive. Even the actions 
“laid down in the Veda are made by them to be due to certain 
“worldly motives, and on the slightest grounds they explain one Vedic 
“Injunction to be contradictory to other Vedic texts And under the 
“circumstances, if the Mima@nsukas once give an oppoitunity to the 
“ Atheists (and encourage them by boriowing their a:guments, ın dealing 
“with the Smriı texts that contradict the Veda), thus encouraged, the 
“ Atheists would not leave the authority of any path of Dharma safe 
“ Because these Atheists do not trouble their objectives until these latter 
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“themselves give them an opportunity of attack And when they have 
“once been given an opportunity, by such persons as borrow thei: mag- 
“inary attacks upon the authority of the scriptures, who (te, which 
“ scripture) can hope to escape alive, ıf once fallen in the way of then 
“ (argumentative) path? For these reasons, 1b1s not right for the Mimān- 
“ sakas to help the accomplishment of the purposes of the Atheists, who are 
“ bent upon the destiuction of all Dhaima 

“You have (in the foregoing Adhikarana) accepted the authority of 
“ Purdnas, Sm tis, ruts, and Usage, at first by mere faith, and then you have 
“proved, by means of aiguments, that the authority of these, aş pointed 
“ out in the scuiptures, 1s quite sound, you should stick to this conclu- 
“sion by all means, and not slacken you faith midway, because such 
“slackening would lead to the destruction of the whole fabric (of the 
“anthortativeness of Smrtzs as proved in the foregoing Adhkarana) » 
“ exactly likea cart, whose fastenings have become loosened When a man 
“has accepted a certain theory, he should carry ıt through, fearlessly » 
“otherwise he would lose 16 all, through fear, to the wicked intiusions of 
“such opponents as are always prone to attack timid people 

“Then again, if the Veda itself were not found to Jay down certam 
‘actions, that have worldly motives, and some that are contradictory to 
“other Vedic texts,—then alone could these two facts be tightly turned 
“to account to prove that the Smuts that lay down such actions can have 
“no foundation in the Veda As a matter of fact, however, we find the 
“ Veda laying down thousands of such actions as Threshing, Pounding, and 
“the hke, which have only visible 1esults, and then what 1s the harm 
“of such results are also found to apply ın the case of actions laid down 
“by the Smris @ There are also other actions laid down in the Veda, 
“ whrch have only visible results (and which can be attributed to motives 
“of avarice, &c), such as, the giving of the gifts to the priests, and the 
“sacrificer’s action with regard to the Tuninaptra butter Under the 
“ oreumstances, 1f these actions be said to be not based upon the authority 
“of the Veda (because of their having visible results), then, in that case 
“alone could the Sm tis laymg down similar actions be also demed the 
“ support of the Veda. And when we actually find many such actions 
“lad down in the Veda itself, how can the mere fact of the action 
“having visible results be accepted as proving the non-Vedic origin of 
‘the Sm tis enjoming them ? 

“ Wor these reasons 1t 1s rightly incumbent on the Mīmānsaha to carry 
“through the theory of the Smtzs being based upon the Veda, that was 
“artived at before (in the foregoing Alhikamana) and why should Fe 
“ finch now ? We conclude, then, that even though the Smrtis are found 
“to lay down actions with visible results, and also those that are contrary 
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“to direct Vedic Injunctions, yet no sound arguments can rightly be 
“brought forward to shake their authoritativeness Specially as ıb was 
“an unqualified authoritativeness of all scriptures that was established 
“in the foregoing Adhikai ana, 1t must be allowed to remain intact, even 1f 
“ they be found to be contradictory to direct Vedic Assertions ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above arguments, we make the following reply All authonty 
of the Smt: becomes inadmissible, when ıb 1s found to be contradictory 
(to Vedic Assertions) , and ıt ıs only when there ıs no such contradic. 
tion that the Veda affords an inferred basis for the authority of the 
Smrtr Those Smt: passages that we find to be in dnect contradiction 
to the Veda must have then origin in Ignorance, &c, and can never be 
admitted to have any foundation m the Veda itself 

In the case of the Sm, is we do not admit of a self-sufficient authority , 
and as for its authozity being based upon the Veda, this 1s found to be con- 
trary to the perceptible fact (of its being contradictory to the Veda) 
We can assume a Vedic passage (ın support of a Smtr) only so long as we 
do not find a duect Vedic text bearing upon the same subject, and 
when such a text 1s found (and found to be contradictory to the assertion 
of the Sz), then we can never allow of an assumption of any other 
Vedic texts in support of this latter , for certainly, when we actually see 
the elephant passing before us, we do not seek to infei its existence by 
means of its footpiints And Emri: are the means of leading us to the 
inference of Vedic texts, exactly as the footprints lead to the inference 
of the elephant , consequently when this efficiency of the Smt 1s found 
to be contrary to a direct Vedic text, 1ts efficiency (to lead to the assump- 
tion of a Vedic text) ıs set aside exactly as ın the case of the elephant 
And Smrtzs based upon such inferential assumptions can flourish only so 
long as their basis ıs not cut off by directly perceptible texts to the 
contrary. And when their basis has been so cut off, they have not a much 
longer span of existence left to them , and die off exactly like the branches 
of a tree that has been uprooted. 

A direct self-sufficient authority is not possible for the Smriis them- 
selves, by which they could be independent of ext:aneous support, and as 
for this support, we do not find any (an the case of such Smriss as are 
contary to Vedic Texts) Nor can there be an inference of a Vedic text 
that 1s opposed to a direct Vedie text already extant, because, when 
all that people want to know with regad to a certain matter ıs known 
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by means of the direct text already available, there can be no necessity for 
an inference of assumed texts, 

If with regard to a certain matter, the Smt. text dealt with a phase 
of the subject other than that treated of in the Vedic Text (contra- 
dicting 1t), then to a ceitam extent, its authority could havea chance of 
being admitted (with reference to that particular phase) But when the 
subject mentioned ın the Smit has already been dealt with, either in the 
same or in a contrary manner, by the Veda, then, with regard to that 
object, the Smriz cannot be admitted to have any authority Because in 
the case of any two means of cognition operating contrary ways, with 
regard to a common objective, the one that has a quicker action accom- 
plishes ıts object sooner, and leaves no chance for the accomplishment of 
the slower. And even if the latter ıs only one degiee slower than the 
former, 1t ıs bound to lose ın the long 1un, because 1ts opponent will have 
reached the goal long before ıt On the other hand, in a case where 
there ıs no swift opponent tending to deprive it of its objective, the weaker 
process might take its own time, and there is no chance of its being 
interrupted 

Nor 1s there any such unflinching command as that which has once 
been found to be authoritative must always be accepted as authonitative 
(And even though m certan cases the Sint: has been found to have an 
authority that can force us to admit its authority even in cases where 1t 
is contradicted by the Veda yet) ıt 1s a general rule that whenever a cer- 
tain thing ıs going to be biought forth, ıt comes to be accomplished oniy 
if it 1s not interrupted in its accomplishment by something that 1s contra- 
dictory to ıt Whereas that, which has its very foundation ent off while 
1b 18 not fully brought forth, 0: which has its very source cut off, can 
never attain an accomplished condition (And this is the case with the 
authority of the Smrivs in question) But even though it 1s not accom- 
plished, when interrupted by a stronger opponent, yet ıt does not follow 
from this that ıt would not be accomplished, even in the absence of such 
opposition. (Hence though the Smt: that 1s contradictory to the Veda 
may not have real authority, yet that does not affect the authority of other 
Smrtis that are quite compatible with the Veda) Conversely, even 
though a thing may be accomplished in the absence of opposing forces, yet 
from this ıt does not follow that ıt will be accomplished, even when there 
are strong forces opposing its accomplishment (Hence though the Smrfis 
compatible with the Veda may be authoritative, yet that does not establish 
the authoritativeness of those that aie contrary to 1t) Because, ın all 
cases where we have a general rule and an exception, all cases cannot be 
covered by the general rule itself , on the othe: hand, while the exception 
sets aside the general rule, in a particula: case, ıt does not follow that the 
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general rule would be thus set aside ın all cases, What ıs proper in such 
cases is to carefully differentiate the cases where the general 1ule and the 
exception may be severally applicable, and then accordingly, ascertain where 
the one will set aside the other, which cannot be ascertained by means of a 
vague general perception For one, who would base his actions upon such 
genuial perceptions, would succeed ın allaying his thirst by the waters of 
the mirage (because in this case also he has a general perception of water) , 
conversely, having found his idea of water to have been an illusion in the 
case of the mirage, he would not perform his ablutions, evenin a tank, 
fearing lest he be deceived ın thıs case also. Asamatter of fact however (m 
the case of the mirage) the notion of water 1s accepted as tiue, only so long 
as one has not acquired the knowledge that uż 2s not water, but only a mirage 

In the same manner, then, Inference is accepted as true, only so long 
as its objectives not found to be covered by a Sense-perception contiary to 
it Thus then, the authority of the Sn ri can be accepted to be based 
upon inferred (assumed) Vedic Texts, only so long as the subject of that 
Sm: tris not found to be covered by a direct Vedic Text contradictory to it 
Fiom these 1easons, rf we conciade that in certain cases the Snu is are 
anthoritative, while in some cases they have no authority, we cannot be 
sail to be open to the charge of “halt-heartedness ” Because just as the 
notion of water is found to be tiue,in the case of the perception of real 
water, while untiue in that of the mirage, in the same manner we can, 
as reasonably, accept the Gnu t to be authoritative when ıt 1s found to be 
in keeping with the Veda, while icject 1b as having no suthority, when 
found to be contradictory to duect Vedic Teats, And ıt cannot be nightly 
urged that either all 5m i» should be accepted as authoritative, or, if its 
authority be denied in one case, the whole of it shouid be considered 
unauthoritative 

Thus then, we conclude that the Smis that are contradictory to the 
Veda, have no authority, because any assumption of Vedic Texts in their 
support being precluded by duect Vedic Texts, they cannot but have their 
origin elsev here (in Illusion, Ignorance, &e.) 

Question . “ Why cannot such Sm tis be accepted as laying down optional 
alternatives to those laid down in the Texts that they are found to 
contradict ? ” 

Answer All alternative options are open to eightfold objections (ex- 
plained below), and as such, it 1s not very desirable to accept them And 
turther if (by the acceptance of such option) a partial unauthozitativeness 
of the Kmi be accepted, 1t becomes very easy for us to deny its authority 
completely (on the strength of the well-established authority of the Vedic 
Texts that 1t1s found to contradict). Even ım those cases where both 
alternatives are equally strong, there 1s an eightfold discrepancy attaching 
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to the option, and ıb 18 accepted, only under the pressure of necessity, 
when there 1s no other way out of it How then can ıt be accepted in 
the present case, where the authority of one alterrative 1s dne step fur- 
ther removed from that of the other, and 1s got at by means of external 
aids? Thats to say, before the particular Smrtz would succeed m acquir- 
ing its authority (secondhand, from the assumed Vedic Text), 16 would 
be set aside by the Direct Vedic Texts, that are self-authoritative (and as 
such not depending upon ary extraneous authority) 

Thus then, in matters 1elating to Dhar ma, the Smrt: not being accepted 
to be self-sufficient in its authority, 16 cannot be admitted as pointing out 
an alternative to the Veda, which could be done only if both were equally 
strong in their authouty And having its autho1ity dependent upon extra- 
neous aids, the Smriz can neve: attain any authority, when 16 1s just checked 
by Duect Vedic Assertion, and as such, 1t can never raise ifs head again 

The acceptance of option, even in a case when both the alternatives 
are equally authouitative, cannot be accepted until we assume the partial 
unauthoritativeness of both of them And the assumption of such (partial) 
unauthoritativeness of that which 1s decidedly self-sufficient in 1t8 author- 
ity (2e, the Veda) would be open to two objections (1) 1t would set aside 
the eternally apparent and universally 1ecognised authority of the Veda, and 
would thereby run counter to a well-ascertaiued idea, (2) such unauthorita- 
tiveness could be cognised only by means of Negation, but (in accepting 
the alternative theory) we would be denying the really existing authority 
(of the Veda), ın the abseace of any such Negation (1e, any assertion 
denying the authority of the Veda) , this would be the second objection, 
based upon the fact of your making a contradictory statement with regard 
to Authority (that is to say, you assert that Authority ıs non-authorilative). 
Even though in the first mstance (e, ın the acceptance of one alterna- 
tive), you may, for some reason or other, accept the responsibility of the 
above two objections, yet when you would proceed to accept the othe: alter- 
native, you would render yourself open to two other objections (1) You 
had asserted (ın the former mstance) that the Authority (of the Veda) 1s 
cognisable by Negation (that is to say, non est), and now (when you are 
accepting the authouity of the Veda as the second alteinative), you would 
set aside this assertion of yours, and thereby make yourself liable to the 
first charge of self-contradiction , and (2) secondly, in the first instance, 
you had demed the self-evident authority (of the Veda), and now you 
would be reasserting this authority, and thus render yourself hable to 
another charge of self-contradiction. Thus then, ın the case of a single sen- 
tence, we have shown the acceptance of Option to be open to four objec- 
tions, and the same would be found to be the case with regard to any 
other sentence 
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But with all this an option has been accepted in the case of the two 
sentences laying down the Vrīh and the Yava as the grain to be used at 
sacrifices , because in that case, there 1s no help, as if one proceeds to act 
according to the Injunction of the 7rīħ:, he ıs diawn away from it by 
the Injunction of the Yara and vce versé, and thus being drawn from 
two sides, by these two texts, as ıf by two celestial women (equally attrac- 
tive), not finding any difference in the strength or authority of any one 
of them, and not finding any means of reconciling them, with reference 
to any one object, the person would naturally conclude that being mutually 
contradictory, both the texts are unauthoritative (partially), and ın this 
case the unauthoritativeness of that which (bemg a part of the Veda) 1s fully 
capable of all authority, 1s accepted, because there 1s no help ın the matter 
if there were any way out of ıt, such an assumption could never be allowed. 

In the case in question, on the other hand, we can never deny the 
authority of one alternative (the Veda) , and the unauthoritative character 
ot the other alternative (the Smrt) alone, cannot establish the unauthorı- 
tativeness of both Even in ordinary woildly affairs, we find that when 
a man falls in a position where he must lose either one thing or many things, 
when there ıs a chance of all being lost, he gladly renounces half the 
number (and keeps the other half) (so ın the case m question, when we 
ale given the option of either denying the anthority, at least partially, 
of both the Veda and the Sm £, or accepting the authority of the Veda and 
the Smi im keeping with 1t, and denying that of the contradictory 
Smrir,—we cannot but gladly choose the latter alteinative as decidedly the 
wiser and the more reasonable of the two) 

And when both are rejected, then we have a destiuction of the autho- 
rity of both, which 1s also the case if the sacııficer offe1s at his sacrifice, 
mixed offerings of Yara and hihi, because no such mixed offering has been 
laid down anywhere. The Injunction of the Yava, as well as that ot Viihz, 
1s a restrictive one , and each of these implies the incapabihty of any other 
substance being used at the sacrifice. And the Vith 1s pomted out as being, 
1udependently by itself, the article to be used at the sacrifice, so 1s also 
the Yara and as such we cau never get at any Injunction of the mixture 
of both It the 173%: alone, or the Yava alone, were found unable to ac- 
complish the desied sacrifice, and 1f, for that reason a mixture of the two 
were used, these facts would set aside the authority of both the Injunc- 
tions (of Yava as well as of Vrihx). Thus then, we find that this idea of 
employing their mixture 1s equal in all respects to the suspicion (that none 
of the two 1s able to accomplish the desired sacrifice) , ahd as such this 
would also lead to the complete demal of the authority of both , and it 
would be farbi tter to attribute unanthoritatiy encss to each of them by turns 
This leaves the character of both cxtiemely uncertain but no such uncer- 
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tainty is allowable where a certainty 1s capable of bemg aiiived at. And 
im every case we can carry on our business only by means of such objects 
as have been duly ascertained to be of one definite nature 

Consequently, that which ıs authoritative, must always remain authori- 
tative, while that which has no authority cannot be held eve: to have any 
authority If the same thing be considered authoritative at one time and 
unauthotitative at other times, we can place no confidence m such a thing 
And all this anomaly faces us directly, in the case of the alternative Injunc- 
tions of the Vrīh andthe Yara, where there 1s no way out of the difficulty 
Specially as in this case there 1s nothing to justify us in adhermg to any 
one of the two, exclusively, which one we shall accept as authoritative, while 
denying the authority of the other. 

On the othe: hand, in the case of the Dnect Vedic Text and a contra- 
dictory Smt: Text, we have two means at our command, by which we 
can definitely decide to accept the Vedic Text as absolutely authoritative 
and totally reject the Snu tı as having no authority at all 

I In the first place, to the Veda and the Smits belong authonita- 
tiveness and unauthoritativeness, respectively, naturally by themselves, 
consequently, their respective unanthoritativeness and authoritativeness 
can be due only to extraneous influences A property that is natural 
to a thing can be demied or set aside, only 1f we can find a strong reason fon 
such denial, and in the present case an idea proceeding froma Smh 
text can never have strength enough for setting aside or negativing 
that which proceeds fiom a dnect Vedic assertion, while, on the other 
hand again, the 1dea proceeding from the Vedic assertion is admitted 
to be of superior strength, and as such ıs acknowledged to be capable 
of negativing that which 1s due to the Sm t 

This comparative strength and weakness, as the ground for effective 
negativing, we have alieady explained m detail while treating of Sense 
perception and Inference , and the comparative strength of Direct Asse: tion 
and Indirect Implication 1s also explained m ILI—in—1, where ıt 1s shown 
that that which 1s nearer to 1ts objective than the other is always to be 
accepted as the stronger of the two, and if we apply the same standard 
to the case of the Smt: and Cruti texts, we find that the Crut: authonta- 
tively points out its objective, long before the Smri1 succeeds, in establish- 
ing its own authority (by means of an assumed Vedic Text) 

(It mght be argued that the Smit: also would in due time come to 
mdicate its own objective, contrary to the Veda, and as such ıt could be 
accepted as laying down an optional alternative to the course laid down m 
the foregoing Vedic Text, but this 18 not possible, because both the texts 
refer to the same object, and) 1t 1s not possible for the same object to have 
contradictory properties. And then too, when the objective has been 
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already taken up by one that moves faster (in the present case, the Vedic 
Text), there ıs nothmg left for the slower one (the Smrt) , for instance, an 
object that has been taken away by hoises can neve. be got at by asses 
And ıt 1s always found to be the case that long before the Smrtz succeeds 
in pointing (for its authority) to an assumed Vedic Text ın support of its 
own assertion with 1egaid to a certain object, a contrary idea of the object 
has already been ariived at by other means (ze, by means of the directly 
perceptible Vedic Text), which ıs much swifte: in its operation, not being 
hampered by the necessity of seeking elsewhere for its authority 

It ıs only so long as the person has not quite ascertained what 1s to be 
done, that the operation of such means of the cognition (of Duty) can last , 
when this has been duly asceitainmed, there ıs no more necessity of any 
means of cognising ıt If the Vedic and the Smrt: texts were to point to 
their objective simultaneously, at one and the same time, then there would 
be no ground for difference in them (whereby we could accept one to be 
stronger than the other), and in that case both could be accepted to be 
(optional alternatives) of equal authority. 

Or (the difference between the operations of the two texts may he 
thusexplained) We find the Vedic Text pointing out 1ts objective directly , 
and if at this very point of time the Smriz could also succeed in pointing 
out the assumed Vedic Text (that would serve as its authority ),—then, in 
that case, somehow or othe, we could accept them to be of equal strength, 
as regards then being the means of cognition, because while the former 
would be acting as the means of cognising its particular objective, the 
latter would also be operating towards the bringing about of a cognition of 
the assumed Vedic Text, even though this latter would still be further 
removed fiom the real objective, yet as ıt would have been found to give 
rise to some cognition, 1t could have been accepted to be a means of nght 
notion, and as it would have been found to be functioning simultaneously 
with the Vedic Text, we could have accepted both to be of equal strength 
But as a matter of fact, even when we find the Smrti providing an idea of 
its objective, while 16 looks about for a corroborative Vedic Text, without 
which 1t 18- not suficiently established (1u authority), 1t becomes set aside 
by a (contrary) directly perceptible Vedic Text, whichis ever well-estab- 
lished in its self-sufficient authonty. A Smrt that would not need a 
corroborative basis (ın the Veda) would fall off from its position of Imri: 
(Remembrance, which is held to be that of a Vedic Text to the same 
effect) ; and as ıt stands in need of such basis, while it is without such 
basis, ıt is always set aside by a (contiary) Vedic Text. 

This 1s the first method whereby we reject the authomty of the con- 
tradictory Smriz, betore it has been allowed to attain the position of an 
optional alternative 
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Ii. To explain the other method we grant for the sake of argument 
that both the Veda and the Smri are of equal strength, and that they 
are to be accepted as laying down optional alternatives Even then as 
in this case also, the Smrti would be accepted to be partially unauthorita- 
tive, it would be completely set aside. 

That is to say, even if we admit the contradictory Smri as laying 
down an optional alte:native (to the Vedic Injunction), when we would 
be accepting the alternative laid down m the Veda, we would be admitting 
the authority of the Veda, and then, we could not but admit the Smriti in 
question to be unauthoritative, and this unanthortativeness could not be 
said to be an entuely foreign property imposed upon it, as it is admitted 
to be in the case of the Veda, because the sole authority of the Smrt: hes 
in the fact of ıts being based upon the Veda, and as such when we are 
admitting it to be unauthoritative, all that we are doing is to declare the 
fact of its not having any basis in the Veda And as soon as the absence 
of such Vedie suppoit has been duly ascertained, we are forced to seek for 
its origin elsewhere (in the realms of Delusion and the other causes, that 
have been refuted ın the foregoing ddhkarana), and ıt 18 fully admitted on 
all hands, that ıt has been compiled by human authors (Mann and others), 
and for these reasons, we cannot accept its want of origin or basis to be 
(lke that of the Veda) due to its eternal character; and (as ıt 1s found 
to have no basis in the Veda) we cannoi but conclade that it has source in 
the realms of Deception, Illusion, Ignorance, &e And if we assume, 
for the Smriti, any basis other than the Veda, this very basıs entirely 
destroys its authoritative character. 

In the case of the Injunctions of the Yava and the Vrīhi, on the other 
hand, at the time that we accept the latter alternative and use the Vrihe at 
the sacrifice, we impose upon the former Injunction, an unauthoritativeness 
which is altogether foreign to ıt (as bemg a Vedic Text, ıb 1, self-sufficient 
inits inherent authority), and in the same manner, at the time that we 
accept the other alternative and make use of the Yava, the extraneous un- 
authoritativeness that had been imposed upon it is seb aside by its own 
inherent anthoritative character , specially is such the case because of both 
the texts being equal in their authority, both equally forming part of the 
same Veda, and there being no difference between the two, with regard to 
the proximity or otherwise of their respective objectives 

In the case of the Smrti, on the other hand, when 16s authority haviug 
no basis in the Veda has been once lost ın the pools of Illusion, Ignorance 
&c, there can be no chance of its being picked up again Because with 
regard to the same Smrt: text, 16 is not possible that it should have its 
basis in an assumed Vedic Text, at the time that we do not sedept the 
alternative laid down ın the Direct Vedic Text; and that it should have 

18 
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its basis in Illusion, &c., at the time that we accept the said Vedic alterna- 
tive (because one and the same thing cannot have one kind of origin at one 
time, and a totally contrary origin at another) 

The following arguments are urged (in support of accepting the 
aforesaid option) : “ All that you say would be quite correct, 1f the person 
“ accepting the option always found the Vedic Text before coming across 
‘the alternative Smrtz text , and then if, after having acted in accordance 
“ with the former, he sought to follow the course laid down by the latter, 

then alone could the authority of the Smriz be said to be totally destroyed 
' But this ıs not possible, in a case where ıt 1s the Sm h text that ıs found 
“ and followed first 

“ That ıs to say, m the case where a man has come across the Smrt: 
- text alone, he at once infers that it has a basis in a certain Vedic Text, 
~ and when he has once got a definite idea of such a Vedic Text (ın support 
“of the Smtr), even if a certain direct Vedic assertion to the contrary 
* present itselt subsequently, this latter cannot set aside the authority of 
‘ the former inferred Vedic Text Because when the ass (though slow) 

has once reached its objective, the horse reaching ıt afterwards, cannot 
“ deprive the ass of what it has already got 

* There 13 no such law as that where a Smt: text is contradictory toa 
* Vedic Text, it ıs the former that 1s always cognised first Because when 
‘ many people are conducting a number of enquiries, the various texts 
present themselves to them in varous orders, and no sigmiicance 18 
attached to the order of their appearance, ın the determing of the 
comparative authouitativeness of the texts For certainly, when a man 
‘ 18 reading the Veda, 1f he finds the Injunction of Vrēh in the first chapter, 
‘ and that of the Yura ın the second, this does not make the authority of 
“ the latter at all less than that of the forme: (as you also hold these two 
‘ to be possessed of equal authority). 

“We also find that the authors of the Kalpasitras, ın making a com- 
“ pilation of the Injunctions contamed in their own particular Veda with 
‘ those contained in other Vedas, always treat the latter Injunctions (when 

any of them 1s found to be contrary to one of the former) as laying 
‘ down another alternative course of action (And as one’s own Veda 1s 
‘ studied before any other 1s taken up, if that which 1s cognised first were 
‘to be always accepted as the most authoritative, then the Injunctions con- 

tained in one’s own Veda would always be taken as setting aside those 

contained in the other Vedas, and as such the Kalpasitras could not 
‘ treat them as equally authoritative and laymg down optional alternatives) 

Such joint compilation of all the Vedas 1s also what 18 favoured by Jarman 
“himself, as he also holds that that which is comprehended beforehand 
‘sould set amde all subsequent Injunctions. 


(s 
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“ Consequently, we should attach no significance to the order in which 
“the texts appear; what we have to do is to follow the law laid down 
“ander Sutra [l—iv—18:—The Veda is not laid with special reference to 

“any one person; and hence those men,—whose ideas (of daty) are 
“dependant upon all the various branches of the Vedas, those that are 
“directly perceived as well as those that are only remembered, all being 
“equally authoritative, in that they are equally eternal,—when inves- 
“ tigating the significations of the various texts, should attribute to the 

“ weakness of their own perceptive faculties, the fact of one text being 
“perceived after the other, and should accept all of them to be equally 
“ authoritative; just as evon though the letters and words composing a 
‘* sentence are cognised one after the other, yet they are all taken to be 
‘* equally important factors in the comprehension of the sentence. And thus, 
“ like the instructions received from one’s Father and Mother (those of the 
“ Mother always preceding those of the Father and yet both being accepted 
“as equally binding), they should, without the least doubt, accept all the 
“texts to be equally authoritative and binding. 

“ Otherwise if the mere fact of appearing beforehand were to be taken 
“as asure mark of superior authority, and that appearing afterwards were 
“taken asa mark of unauthoritativeness, what intelligent man could ever 
“arrive at a decisive conclusion on the point of the authoritativeness or 
“ otherwise of different texts’ (As there is no certainty that that which 
‘appears first at one time would do the same at all times). 

“ And again, if the mere fact of its appearing subsequently were made 
“ the ground for relegating the Smrti to the realms of illusion, then even 
“in a case where the Smrti is not contradicted by the Vedic Text, it could 
“ not be accepted to be authoritative (as in this case also the Smrti would 
“ be appearing after the Vedic Text). 

“ For these reasons, we must conclude, either that all Smritts are based 
“upon the Veda (and as such equally authoritative), or that all of them 
“are the products of illusion; and there can be no admixture of their 
“ origin (that is, it is not right to accept some of them to be based upon 
“ the Veda, and others to be based upon Illusion.”) 

To all this, we make the following reply: Though in a case where we 
come across a certain Smrti text, if we do not meet with a direct Vedic Text 
to the contrary, we can safely infer a Vedic Text in support of that Smrti. 
free from all hinderances for the time being. But if at some future time, 
we come across a direct Vedic Text to the contrary, we cannot but at once 
set aside the former Smrti (as unauthoritative); and thus all chance of its 
having any basis in the Veda having been set aside, we would be sai 
to the conclusion that it must have its origin in some sort of an illmsion 
And thus after we have found the Vedic text to the comtrary, we are nat? 
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ally led to think that the idea that we have had fiom the Smrt: 1s false; and 
from this we are forced to admit that this idea must have been false, even 
at the time that we had met with the Smrt: for the first time Even in 
ordinary experience, we find that a man who ıs unable to distinguish the 
false coin from a true one, uses the latter as the real coin, but from this 1t 
does not follow that he will continue to use and accept the false coin for the 
true, even after he has become capable of recognising its false character , 
and his subsequent discrimimation leads him to the conclusion that his 
notions with regard to the false coin are false, not only at the tame when 
he ıs able to distmguish ıt from the true one, but that ıt has always been 
false, even at the time when he accepted 1t as true (In the same manner, 
when we do find a Vedic Text, we conclude the Sm tz to be false, not only 
now, but always, even when we fist met it, and had not found the Vedic 
Text contradicting ıt). As the idea afforded by the Smriz now (when we 
have founded the Vedic Text to the contrary) 1s just the same as that 
afforded by it before, this former idea too becomes set aside (when we find 
the contrary Vedic Text) , for if the former idea were not false, the latter, 
being identical with it, could never be false 

Objection: “Even when we have found the contrary Vedic Text, we 
must conclude that ıt contradicts, not the Smrt:, but the Vedic text that 
had been assumed as the basis for that Smriz (and thus the contradiction 
being between two Vedic texts, these being equally authouitative, you can- 
not but admit of the theory of Option) ” 

Reply: But this cannot be, because at the time of the performance of 
each individual action, there ıs an investigation into the character of its 
authority. Forif one always depended upon the conclusion that he may 
have arrived at ın one case, then the man, who has discaided the V27A1 and 
accepted the alternative of Yava, at any one sactifice, would always, 
throughout his hfe, use the Yava alone, and never use the Vithi, and ıt 
would never be possible fo. both of them to be used by every man, as 
optional alternatives Consequently, then, when a man happens to consider 
the authority of a particular action, which he is going to perform for the 
first time, and he finds that he has not yet directly come across any such 
Vedic Text as he had assumed, in support of the Smrii text, on whose 
strength he had performed the action for the fist time, he is again led by 
the Smyts text itself to argue that inasmuch as the Smris has been com- 
piled by a person who is known to be an orthodox performer of all Vedic 
actions, 16 must have its origin in the Veda, and thus he again sets about 
inferring the existence of such a Vedic Text, but now, if at the very out- 
set, he be met by a direct Vedic Text to the contrary, he would find that 
the undoubted self-authoritativeness of this text could not be otherwise 
possible, and is forced to admit that the contrary Smriti text must be un- 
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authoritative ; and the final conclusion that he arrives at is that the origin 
of the particular Smrti text lies, not in any Vedic Text (as inferred before), 
but elsewhere (in the realms of Illusion, &c.); and by this he is not led 
to impose an unauthoritativeness upon the Vedic Text that was assumed 
to be the basis for the Smrti ; because the unauthoritativeness of this is 
directly perceptible by the mere fact of its not being found anywhere (in 
the Veda; and as such there is no need of any such imposition). (And 
thus we find that the direct Vedic Text contradicts, and points to the unautho- 
ritativeness of, not the assumed Vedic Text, but the Smrti text that was 
sought to be based upon that assumption ; and thus there is a contradic- 
tion, not'of one Védic Text by another Vedic Text, but that of a mrt 
text by a Vedic one). 

You have argued above that, as there is no such fixed rule as that the 
Vedic Text must always be cognised, prior to the Smrti, or vice vers, 
there could be no fixed idea as to the authoritative character of the one or 
the other, if their authoritativeness or the contrary were to be ascertained 
solely by their prior or subsequent cognition. But this non-fixity applies 
to your theory also: and as such, it should not be urged against my theory 
alone. In a case where we directly find a Vedic Text contradicting the 
Smrti text, and have no opportunity for assuming a Vedic Text in support 
of this latter, it is naturally concluded to have its origin elsewhere (in 
Illusion, &c.) ; and as such is completely set aside, And ina case where 
the contrary direct Vedic Text is found at some other time, even then, the 
contradiction and the consequent rejection of the Smrti is duly ascer- 
tained at that distant time; and this rejection of authority for ever after- 
wards, attaches to the Smriti, which cannot clear itself of such unauthor- 
itativeness. 

As for those that cognise the Smrti text before the contrary Vedic 
Text, though they themselves may not be cognisant of the contrary Vedic 
Text and the consequent rejection of the Smrti, yet, inasmuch as the author- 
ity of such a Smrti text has been set aside elsewhere by a previous re- 
cognition, by other people, of the Vedic Text contradicting it, the mrte 
can never free itself from this unauthoritativeness, attaching to it perma- 
nently. And even in ordinary experience, we find that the contradiction 
of the cognition of other people is by no means a very slight means of 
ascertaining one’s own cognition to be false ; as for instance, when (by some 
disorder of the eye) we see the moon as duplicate, or when we are mistaken 
in our notions as regards the various directions, we conclude our own ideas 
to be false, only when we find them to be contrary to those of other people. 

Objection : “ In the case of the Vedie Injunctions of the Yarva and the 
Vrihi also, wheu one would decide to use the Java, his conclusion would 
be contrary to that df another person who has decided to make use of 
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the Vrihi and thereby the former conclusion would have to be accepied 
as wrong.” 

Reply: But in that case, both the Injunctions are equally of direct 
Vedic origin, and as such the authoritativeness or otherwise is only hke 
the rising or smking (of an object) (2 e , though the authority ever continues, 
yet when ıt rises up, we accept 1ts authoritativeness, and we make use of 
one Injunction , and when it sinks down, 1ts authority is only hidden from 
view, and that of the other Injunction having come up, we accept this 
latter and act up to it), and as such both of them being equal in the eyes 
of all men, we are unable to find any other ground of difference (between 
the two) 

(If ıt were a ule with all people that they always cognised a Smrir 
text before cognising any Vedic one, then ıt might bave been possible for 
the former to have led to the inference of a corroborative Vedic Text and 
base its authority upon it, but) as a matter of fact, such people, as always 
cognise a Smt text beforehand, are not to be found, m any number, the 
unauthoritativeness pointed out by the contrary Vedic Text cannot leave 
its hold upon the Smrt: 

Further, in the case of Smrtzs, there 1s an inherent ground of unauthor- 
itativeness (in that they have never any authority of their own, bat only 
one borrowed from the Veda), and the falsity attaching to them upon this 
ground alone renders them unable to set aside any direct Vedic Text All 
that you can do 1s to impose upon the Veda an unauthoritativeness, which 
18 absolutely foreign to its very effulgent self-authoritative character; and 
as this unauthoritativeness 1s actually found in the Smriti: (contrary to the 
Veda), wherefore should you go about asguming it m the Veda (where 
there 1s no room for ıt)? When you find a Vedic Text and a Smrt: text 
contradicting each other, it is absolutely necessary that you should re- 
ject the authority of one of them, and as you would proceed to assume the 
unauthoritativeness of the Vedic Text (your action in this resembling that 
of the covering up of a really existing thing with a piece of cloth im order 
to deceive yourself into the behef that 16 does not exist), the inherent unau- 
thoritativeness of the Smrt: would present itself before you, and would set 
aside, once for all, all your doubts as to which of the two is to be rejected ; 
and would leave you no ground for assuming the absolutely unreal unau- 
thoritativeness of the Vedic Text. 

Even ın the case of such Smris texts as are not contradicted by a 
direct Vedic Text, the fact of their bemg based upon the Veda is by no 
means always quite certam. Though this fact can be got at by means of 
Inference, yet if can also be negatived by other similar means of cognition. 

Thus then, we find tht the cage of the Smré text contradicting the 
Vedic Text is not identical with that which is not found to be so-contra- 
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dictory ; because of the causes of the two being different (that of the former 
being actually decided to be Illusion, &c., while that of the latter is only the 
particular cognition of the Author of the Smrti); and as for the origin of 
these texts, it can be ascertained, only in accordance with the bearing of their 
contradictories (¢.e., the Smrti that has a Vedic Text for its contradictory 
is decided to have its origin in Illusion, &c., while that which has not such 
a formidable contradictory is believed to have some authority). And 
thus we have proved that the charge of “ half-heartedness” cannot be 
laid at our door. | ; 

Exactly as in the case of: Direct Assertion, Indireqt Implication, &c., 
(explained under Sutra III—iii—14), their comparative strength or weak- 
ness is ascertained, according as the one that follows is found to be contra- 
dietory to, or supported by, that which precedes it,—in the same manner 
we could also ascertain the authoritativeness or otherwise of the varions 
Smrti texts, according as they are found to be contradicted or supported by 
Vedic Texts; and there can be no admixture of the two; nor can all Smrti 
texts (those contrary to the Veda and those not contrary to it) be said to 
be of the same class. 

[Another instance of contradiction of the Veda by Smrti, that is cited 
in the Bhashya, is that the Smrti lays down that the whole of the sacri- 
ficial post is to be covered over; while the Veda enjoins that the sacrificer 
should sing a certain hymn while touching the post]. And here, though 
the covering over of the post is laid down in the Kulpasitra, which is of a 
class different from the ordinary Dharmagastra Smrtis, and which has 
been compiled with the avowed object of collecting together the precepts 
actually found in the Veda,—yet, we shall prove later on that the differ- 
ence between the Kalpastira and the ordinary Smrti is very slight; and 
also as both of them are equally the works of human authors, the Bhashya 
has cited the Kalpas#tra in the same category as the ordinary Smriz. 

{The next instance cited is that in the Qmrtis it is declared that as 
soon as the sacrificer has purchased the Soma, the priests can dine at his 
place; while the Veda declares that they can dine at his place only when he 
has completed the Agnishomiya-sanstha]. And here, though the former pas- 
sage is found in the Atharva-Veda,—yet (1) as we find that this particular 
Veda does not in any way help any sacrificial actions that are performed in 
connection with the sacred fire,—(2) as we find this particular declaration 
contradicted by the said declaration which is found in the three Vedas that 
are related to such sacrificial actions,—(3) and asthe point atissue is in re- 
ference to such a sacrificial action,—we follow the law laid down in the Sitra 
IlI—vi—9, where it is distinctly declared that authority which is directly 
related to the point at issne is stronger than that which is not so related ; 
and from this law we conclude the said declaration of the Atharva- Veda 
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to be weaker in its authority than the other declaration; and for this 
reason, it has been cited in the Bhashya, ın the same category as the 
ordinary Smytis. 

[Another instance of the contradiction is, that the Smrlis lay down 
that the Brahmana is to remain a student for forty-eight years, while the 
Veda lays down the performance of the Agnthotia (and hence of marriage) 
by one whose hairs are not yet giey and who has got ason] And here, 
though the period mdicated by the absence of greyness in the hawr 18 most 
indefinite, and ıt may be that be may not have got a son till then, yet we 
accept the particular period to be ‘youth,’ as pointed out by such Smriss 
as—“ one should seek after Dharma while he 1s still young,’’—or as ex- 
tending, at the very utmost, to ‘middle age’, while if one were to 1emaina 
student for forty-eight yems, these forty-eight years added to the four or 
six years before the Upanayana, would bimg the life of the religious student 
up to the fifty-second or fifty-fourth year of his age or even more than that 
(af the Upanayana be delayed to the 10th or 12th year) , and this would cer- 
tainly be getting beyond the ‘ middle age’, (and as up to this time he could 
not mairy, the person could not perform the Agnihotra) the contradiction 
between the two Injunctions becomes quite patent 

In connection with the contiadiction that has been pointed out with 
regard to the covering of the post, ıt may be argued that even when the post 
has been covered, itis quite possible for it to be touched (and as such there is 
no contiadiction) But huw can you deny this cont:adiction? Because 
Touching 18 the feeling of an object by means of the tactile sense; and when 
the post ıs covered by a piece of cloth, there can be no such feeling of it, 
because 1f the cloth 1s touched, that would not be the touching of the post, 
because the touches of these two differ in points of their genus, indwidual- 
aty, &o If by the touching of an object connected with another object, 
the latter were also touched, then the touching of the Earth would also be 
the touching of the post (and as the sacrificer 1s always touching the earth, 
any Injunction of the touching of the post would be entirely irrelevant). 

An objection 1s raised: “ Firstly, we do Lot think the Earth to be*the 
Post, while we have a distinct notion of the post, even in a post that has 
been covered by the cloth; and as such there ıs a difference between the 
case ın dispute and the instance you have cited. And secondly, even when 
the Oāndāla happens to touch the cloth that we are wearing, we can be- 
come pure only by undergoing the same processes of bath, &c, as those 
that are laid down for one who 1s touched by him directly.” 

Reply: True 1t is that we have got to bathe in the case you mention, 
but that 1s owmg to our contact with the cloth, that has been defiled by the 
direct touch of the Candala. We are led to this conclusion by the fact 
that, even when a piece of cloth that we are not wearing is touched by the 
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Oandala, if we happen to touch this cloth, we have got to bathe, &c., 
exactly as if we ourselves had been touched. 

Another question is raised: “ How is it that you have brought forward 
æ sort of defilement—that of ourselves by touching the cloth that has been 
touched by the Candéla—which is not mentioned in the codes of morality ? 
If such defilement were real, how is it that you do not accept such defile 
ment in the case of metals, wood, &c.; when these having been touched by the 
Canda@la, happen to be touched by us? Certainly, no reasons appear to help 
us here.” 

To this we make the following reply: With regard to wood, grass, 
&c., it is distinctly laid down that they are purified by the air itself ; while 
there is no purification of the cloth, except by washing. It may be urged 
that this purification has been laid down as necessary only when the cloth 
happens to be besmeared with unclean matter. But we do not find the word 
“ besmeared ” in the text of the Smrti, where it is simply said, that “an 
unclean cloth is to be washed”; and certainly the cloth that has been 
touched by the Oäāndāla cannot but be accepted as “unclean ”; and as such, 
it can be purified only by being washed in water. 

Obj.: “It is only for the man himself that the Smrtie have enjoined 
certain expiatory rites as to be performed when he happens to be touched 
by a Candala; and hence it would seem that such wncleanness attached to 
the man alone; and not to any other substance, like the cow or the horse. 
And when we come to consider whether the cloth, like the cow, is not made 
unclean, by the touch of the Cdnd@la, or it is rendered unclean, like the 
man,— we naturally conclude that it is, like the cow, not made unclean by 
the touch.” 

Reply: But we findthe Smrti laying down that a man when thus touch- 
ed is to dip into the water, with all his clothes on; and from this we infer 
that the clothes are also rendered unclean, and its case is not like that of 
the cow, &c. And then again, wher we happen to touch the Odndala, with 
our hand (and there being no direct contact of the Candala with the cloth), 
even for this case, the Smrti lays down that we should bathe with all our 
clothes on; and from this also it is clear that the cloth is rendered un- 
clean even by its contact with the human body which has been touched by 
the Candala; and consequently it is not unreasonable to declare it unclean 
when it has been touched by the Cand@la directly. As for the cow, horse 
&c., even when they happen to be touched by the Candala, the Smrti Injanc- 
tions do not make it necessary for them to be washed ; and as such we do not 
accept the fact of these animals being defiled by such contact ; and as such the 
case of the cloth cannot be taken as identical with that of these animals. 

For these reasous, in the case in question, the touching of the cloth can- 
not be regarded as identical with the touching of the post (covered by it) 

19 
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If the Injunction be explained as laying down the necessity of the 
priest singing the hymn, while touched by the post,—then too, 1t would be 
necessary for his body to be ın direct touch with the skin of the post. And 
even if the Injunction, be taken to mean only that he should rest upon the 
post, then too the necessity of direct contact 1omains just the same, and 
as such, even this restzng would not be possible if the post were complete- 
ly covered up For, ın that case, the priest would sing while restmg upon 
the cloth (and not upon the post), because even though the cloth itself, 
would be resting upon the post, yet ıt could serve as the rest or support of 
the priest For these reasons, we conclude that there ıs a direct contra- 
diction between the Qmriz Injunction of the covering of the whole post, 
and the Vedic one of touching ıt; and as such it 1s only right that we 
should clearly discern which 1s to be given the preference. 

Says the Bhāshya (ın support of the option theory) “ But wherefore 
are not these two Injunctions not accepted as laying down optional alterna- 
twes?” And this must be taken as basing the authority of the Smrti 
"Injunction upon an assumed Vedic Injunction inferred to form part of a 
different Branch of the Veda, because, as it is, the Smrt by itself has no 
injunctive power, and is not equal in its own authority to the contrary 
Vedic Injunction 

The Bhashya says (inreply to the above question): This cannot be: 
because we accept two statements as optional alternatives, only when we do not 
perceive one of them to be a distinctly mistaken one. And as we have shown 
above, one of the two Injunctions must be held to be a mistaken one, and 
in this the mistake cannot but be laid at the door of the Smrt. 

The compound “ Vyamohavyninam” may be explained either as a 
Gemirve-Tatpurusha—the meaning in that case being ‘ the ascertamment 
of another cognition’—or as a Karmadharaya, the meaning being ‘the 
mistaken character of the cognition itself.’ 

Says the Bhashya: One who would accept the theory of option wn the 
present case would be accepting the authority of the Vedic Text, when he would 
touch the post; and as this authority is that of a direct Vedic Teat, rf rt ts 
once accepted, rt can never be reasonably taken as having only a partial appli- 
cation. And this is to be taken as proving the fact that, masmuch as 
all chance of the Smrti text beng based upon the Veda 1s cut off, it can- 
not but be held to have its root in Illusion. And if such character of the 
Smrt: once admits of the authority of its contradictory Vedic Text, the 
authority of this latter can never be suspected to be partial ; because the 
Veda can never be reasonably open to an umposition of falsity; itis with 
this view that the Bhashya says t can never have a partial application. 
And as for the Smrti text laying down the covering up of the whole post, 
as it is always shrouded im the cloud of unanthoritativeness, and is never 
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capable of being cleared from it, this Smrti is also said in the Bhdshya 
to be never partial (in its unauthoritativeness). 

Or, if we accept the reading (in the Bhāshya) “ Pakshikanca” (instead 
of “ Apikshikanca’”’), the meaning would be that even in accordance with 
the option-theory, at the time that we would accept the alternative laid 
down by the Veda, there would be no chance of the assumption of a 
Vedic Text in support of the contrary Smrti Injunction ; and as such, we 
would be obliged to conclude the Smrti text to be based upon ignorance, 
&c.; and hence it could never clear itself from this taint of falsity, and so 
it could never be accepted as authoritative. 

As for the Vedic Text, on the other hand, when it has once got the 
slightest occasion for asserting its authority, it can never be set aside 
as false, because its opponent (the contrary Smrti Text) is very much 
weaker than itself (and as such can never set aside the authority of the 
Veda). It is with this in view that the Bhishya says: That which serves 
as the basis of the authority of the Vedic Text, at the time that its injunction 
ts accepied as the desired alternative, &c., &e. 

It cannot be reasonably urged that the reading of the Vedic Text (that 
is found to contradict a Smrti Text) is wrong; inasmuch as it appears 
quite possible for the Smrti itself to have its origin in such faulty sources 
as a wrong comprehension of the Vedic Text, or illusory dream-like cogni- 
tions. 

The Bhashya says: Thus then, it cannot be assumed that the idea has 
been wrongly transferred to the Veda. And by ‘idea’ here is meant the idea 
of its authoritative character ; and by the negation of the expression wrong- 
ly transferred to the Veda, what is meant is the denial of the fact of assum- 
ing the partial unauthoritativeness of the Veda by the assumption of the 
fact of its consisting of mistaken statements. Or, it may mean that 
the idea brought about by the Smrti having previously (at the time 
when the Vedic alternative is accepted) found to be a mistaken one, it 
can never attain even to partial authoritativeness; and thus the passage 
may also serve to point ont the fact of the Smrti text being contradicted 
by the Vedic one, specially on account of the former having its origin in 
Ilusion &c. 

Says the Bhashya: Because the origin of the Qmrti is the same in both 
cases. That is to say, inasmuch as the Smrti has been set aside by a very 
much stronger opponent, in the shape of the Veda, all possibility of the 
assumption of a corroborative Vedic text is closed for ever; and as such 
the Smrti can never attain to any sort of, authoritativeness. 

Says the Bhashya: Api ca itartlaragraye anyatahparicchédat ; and in 
this sentence the expression “ itar8tardgraya” means mutual contradiction, as 
explained below. In acase where two means of cognitions- are found to 
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contradict each other, exactly like the syllogistic Middle Term which is 
concomitant both with the Major Term and 1ts contradictory, the point at 
issue can be decided only by a third means of cognition. 

The Bhashya here has used the expression “ pramdndyam smrtau” 
and the Vá: tıka raises a grammatical difficulty - “If the word pramdana be 
taken as equivalent to the word jn@na (neuter),—or, even if ıt be explained 
as that which 18 cognised (made up with the nomial affix lyut),—we should 
have had the form pramdné smriau, exactly as we have Védah pramanam , 
1f, however, it be explained as that by which something 18 cognised (made up 
with an Instrumental affix), ıt should have to be used ın the same gender 
and person as the word ıt qualifies (the word ‘‘ Smriz”’), and as such a 
final ‘2’ will have to be added to the word, according to Pāninr’s SitralV— 
i—15, andthe word having thus been transformed into pramdni, the above 
clause should have been prama@nyaim smrtau ” 

Finding the Bh@shya to be grammatically inconsistent ın both ways, 
with a view to defend the expression ın the Bhdshya, we should have 
recourse to the following arguments The Smriz can be rightly spoken 
of as pramand,—this latter word meaning that which attains rts authority 
in a corroborative Vedic text, the word being formed by adding the affix 
Kvp to the root ‘ay’ (fo go o to reach) (the meaning of the expres- 
sion being ‘when the Smrix attains an authority based upon a corrobora- 
twe Vedic text’) (The formation of the word “ Pramdna” being thus 
grammatically explained, Pramana + ay + Kup, the ya of the root bemg 
deleted, on account of its being followed by the Kain Kup, whichis 
included in the pratyahGra ‘ bal,’ in accordance with Panimi’s Sūtra VI— 
i—66, and as for the letters of the ‘Krp’ affix itself, ıt disappears 
entirely, the ‘K’ being deleted according to I—im—8 the ‘v’ by VI—i 
—67, the ‘2’ according to I—m—2, and ‘p’ according to I—m-—-3) 
Though the affix Kup will be the first to be deleted, on the ground of 
its deletion being necessary in all cases, and thereby the ‘ ya ’ of the root 
will not have a following ka, yet we will have the deletion of the ya of 
the root, through the potency of the letter ‘k’ of the affix which leaves 
this potency behind, (even when the affix is deleted), ın accordance with 
the Sūtra I—i—62 Nor can ıt be urged that there could be no such dele- 
tion, based upon the peculiarities of any letter , because the Sütra VI—1— 
66 distinctly lays down the deletion of the letters ‘v’ and ‘y’ when 
followed by the letters included in the ‘bal’ pratyāhāra (this ‘ bal’ being 
not a letter, but an afiz). Or, we may divide the Sutra VI—1—67, into 
two pats “véh” and “‘aprktasya,’’ and thus the first part would mean 
that the letters ‘v’ and ‘y’ when followed by ‘vz’ me deleted, and in 
acco: dance with this, the ‘y’ of the root ‘ay’ becomes deleted, on account 
of its being followed by the ‘w’ in ‘kup’ (the ‘k’ always disappear ing 
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as soon as the affix is brought in). And thus the ‘y’ having been de- 
leted, all that remains is Pramana + a and then the feminine sign of ‘a’ 
being added, in accordance with the Sätra IV—i—4, we have the form 
pramana + a + 4, and the second ‘a’ blending with the final ‘a,’ we have 
pramana + 4, according to the Sūtra VI—i—10]1, which also tends to the ‘a? 
being blended with the preceding ‘a’, and we get the word ‘ Pramānā’ 

The Vartika next proceeds to explain that the expression “ ifarétara- 
graya” of the Bhashya, can also be taken in the ordinary sense of ‘ mutual 
interdependence.’ We find that the authoritativeness of the Smrti text is 
based upon the unauthoritativeness of the contrary Vedic Text; and the 
unautho~itativeness of the Vedic Text is inferred from the enthoritative- 
ness of the Smrti Text. Similarly, on the other hand, the unauthorita- 
tiveness of the Smrti is inferred on the strength of the authoritativeness 
of the Veda; and the anthoritativeness of the Vedic Text is ascertained 
from the unauthoritativeness of the Smrti Text. And thus, for one who 
would accept the two texts to be optional alternatives, there could be no 
escape from the two “itarétarigrayas” explained above; whereas for one 
who totally rejects the authority of the Smrti Text (contrary to the Veda), 
there is only one kind of “ itaréiardgraya,” (that of mutual interdepen- 
dence, just explained, and it is not open to the contradiction that has been 
shown to attach to the Option Theory). 

And as in the case of the mutual contradiction of two means of cogni- 
tion, the matter in question can be ascertained by a third means; so it 
becomes necessary, in the present case, to point ont the third means; and 
this means has been pointed ont by the Bhashya (in the shape of a reason 
for accepting one text and rejecting the other): The authority of the touch- 
ing of the post is a permanent entity (in the shape of the Veda), while that 
of the Smrti Text (laying down the covering up of the post) has got to be 
assumed. And here we find that this third means is not one that is alto- 
gether unconnected with the two objects of discussion (t.c., the two texts). 
And the two texts we had found to be open to the discrepancy of “ ttarétard- 
çraya” ; consequently, inasmuch as we do not find the discrepancy in the 
third reason pointed out, we are enabled, by its help, to come to a definite 
satisfactory conclusion. The Veda being self-sufficient in its authority, the 
authoritativeness of the Vedic Text has an unimpeded permanence; where- 
as the authoritativeness of the Smrti being dependent upon the assumption 
of a corroborative Vedic Text, its authority has still got to be assumed. 

Thus we find that the authoritativeness of the Smrti depends upon 
the rejection of the authority of a direct Vedic Assertion; while the 
authority of this Vedic Text is rejected on the sole ground of the authorita- 
tive character of the Smrti Text (which it contradicts); and this mutual 
interdependence cannot by any means be avoided. 
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As a matter of fact, however, no amount of assumed unauthoritative- 
ness can touch the Veda, and so long as this unauthoritativeness has not 
been established, there is no chance for the authoritativeness of the Smrti 
For one, who 1s ambitious enough to think of acquiring glory by suppress- 
ing one who is stionger than himself, cannot but be quickly annihilated, ex- 
actly as the foot-soldie: 1s destroyed by the elephant And consequently, in 
the very action of the assumption of the authoritative characte: of the Smrt, 
its upholder becomes vanquished (by the superior strength of the Veda) 

On the other hand, when we proceed to consider the aforesaid 

‘mutual inte:dependeuce,’ as applying to the acceptance of the superior 
authority of the Vedic Text, we find that here, 1t 1s through the authorita- 
tiveness of the contrary Smrtı Text that the Vedic Text attans to an 
undwsputed authority , and consequently, when we proceed to seek for the 
ground for rejecting the authority of the Smrti, we find that from the 
very beginning, the Smriı by itself (without the support of the Veda) 1s 
ever unauthonitative, and thus (before ıt has succeeded in pointing to an 
assumed Vedic Text as its authouity) even a single moment having been 
found by the contrary Vedic Text, this latter fully asserts its own 
authority during that tıme (and leaves no opportumity for the assumption 
of any texts) That ıs to say, when we have just found the Smt: Text, 
and have not yet got at its corroboiative Vedic Text, we conclude, at least 
for the time, the Smt: Text to be without any authority, and by this 
mere fact the authority of the contrary Vedic Text having been established, 
its authority 1emains for ever unmolested, and this conclusion is got at by 
a means other than the two texts themselves 

Thus then, we find that in one case (ze, when we have the Vedic 
Text alone), the authonitative character of that Text ıs ascertamed 
through its inherent selt-sufficient authority , while in the other case (ze, 
when we have come across a contradictors Smt. Text, the authoritative- 
ness of the Vedic Text 1s ascertained from the (aforesaid) momentary un- 
authoritativeness of the Smrti And when the Vedic Text has once 
asserted its authority, at the fist moment, basing it upon a certain basis 
(of the temporary unauthorititiveness of the Sot, Text), —ıt gets a firm 
footing in its complete torm long before the next moment (of the assump- 
tion ot a text corroborative of the Smoti) has fully appeared 

The Bhāshya explains this, in one way, in the passage—As the basts 
of the Smrtz has still got to be assumed, its authority cannot be ascertained , 
specially so long as its corroborative Vedie Text has not been found,—on 
account of there being no grounds for assuming 16 The othe: way of 
explaining the same thing 1s that when once the Vedic Text has obtained 
an authoritative tuoting, 1t cannot but be kept up until finally its authority 
becomes beyond all cavil and dispute 
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In the cases of an acknowledged option—such as those of Friki and 
Yava, and the Brhatsima and the Rathantarasāma,—we accept the option, 
because there is no way gut of it; specially as the injunctions being found 
in the Veda, there is no difference in their force, as there is in the case of 
two men, one standing on a step higher than the other (i.e., none of the two 
stand in need of the intervention of the authority of any assumed texts); 
and as such, both being of equal strength, we can have no reasonable pre- 
ference for either the one or the other; and hence in such cases, we must 
admit of option, as explained before. 

Thus we conclude that no authority attaches to such Smrti texts, 
as are contradictory to direct Assertions of the Veda. 


End of Adhikarana (2). 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the unauthoritative character of such Smrti Texts as have their 
origin in ordinarily perceived worldly objects}. 


Sutra 4. (Also because we find reasons). 


For the following reason too, the Smrtis in question cannot be accepted 
as authoritative ; because we find them to be due to other causes. Nor is it 
possible to assume the existence of corroborative Vedic Texts either by pre- 
ference or by Apparent Inconsistency, on the ground of the authors of the 
Smrtts being such persons as were the performers of the actions laid down 
in the Veda. Because this reason is found to be too wide (and as such not 
invariably pointing to an authoritative text). For when the capability of 
the Smriti to point to a corroborative text has been destroyed by the contrary 
Vedic Text, we can have no inference of any such text; and then, when we 
proceed to look for the source of the Smrti elsewhere, we find its sources, 
sometimes in Illusion, sometimes in Avarice, and sometimes in perversions 
of arguments,—any or all of these being incapable of being denied as œ 
sufficient cause of such freaks of imagination (as we meet with in the Smriis). 
These sources can belong only to such Smrtis as have been maimed by a 
contrary Vedic Text, and not to the Vedic Text itself ; because a contradic- 
tion of the Veda always sets aside the Smrti, and never vice versd. It may 
be argued that—“ Just as we are unable to find a basis for the myrti in 
any Vedic Text, in the same way, we may be unable to find its basis any- 
where else (in Illusion, etc.).” In view of this question, the Bhashya adds— 
It is more reasonable (and more in keeping with facts) to assume its basis in 
Illusion, etc., than in the Veda; because when we can find any perceptible 
basis (in Illusion, etc.), we can have no ground for an unseen one (in the 
Veda). 


[The above explanation makes the Sūtra a part of the preceding 
Adhikarana]. It may also be taken as an independent Adhikarana, says the 
Bhashya. 

Whenever an alternative interpretation is suggested, there can be 
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only one of the following two reasons: (I) either that the former explana- 
tion is not quite satisfactory, or (2) that the second explanation brings out 
certain facts not got at by means of the former. 

And in the present case, the unsatisfactory character of the former 
interpretation consists in the fact that when tae unauthoritative character 
of the contrary Smrti Text has been already established on the excep- 
tionally strong ground of its being contradicted by Vedic Texts, it is not 
much use bringing forward farther arguments in support of the same 
conclusion. On the other hand, when we take the Sitra as a distinct 
Adhtkarana by itself, we find it affording an argument, which, independ- 
ently of the former arguments (detailed in the preceding Adhikarana), 
is capable of setting aside the authority of the Smrti texts; and for this 
reason we explain it as constituting an Adhikarana by itself. 

In the case of such Smrti texts, as are not directly contradicted by the 
Véda, and yet are incapable of any authoritativeness, we find other reasons 
for asserting this unauthoritativeness ; and there is no possibility of such 
texts being set aside by any means (other than those pointed out by this 
Sttra). For instance, the Smrti lays down—“ The Adhvaryu priest takes 
the cloth worn at the Vaisarjana Homa”; and it is in accordance with 
this that the priest takes away the cloth in which the Soma is brought, and 
also that worn by the Sacrificer during the performance of the Vaisarjana 
Homa ; and though this Injunction is not found in any of the metrical texts 
of Manu, &., yet it is inferred on the strength of such being the practice 
of the priests. Similarly we have a Smrti injunction laying down the 
giving away of the “ yiipahasti,” by which the cloth enclosing the sacrificial 
post is meant; and this acceptance of the cloth by the priest is also based 
upon an Injunction, which is itself based upon the fact of such being the 
recognised practice of priests. 

In the case of these Smrtis too, though it would seem that, inasmuch 
as the performers of such deeds are the performers of Vedic sacrifices, these 
injunctions must havea basis in the Veda, yet no assamption of such Vedic 
texts is possible; because they may be explained as being due to avarice, 
&. The priests know that the sacrificer is bound to them as it were, on 
account of the necessity of his finishing the sacrifice that he has commenced, 
and also that he would be free from their clutches as soon as it is finished ; 
and consequently, while he is still busy with the sacrifice, they beg from 
him various things, basing their petitions upon various claims, and also up- 
on imaginary texts laying down and eulogising the gifts asked for, where- 
by they seek to convince him of the sacred character of their petitions; and 
in this they behave exactly like the slaves at the harvest, who prefer several 
requests to their master, basing their requests upon long established 
claims of sorts. And the Sacrificer too finds the texts that the priests bring 
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forwaid to be simular to the well-known Vedic texts laying down other gifts ; 
and thereby being convinced of the necessity of the gifts asked for by them 
gives them the things they ask for , and consequently the Smrti texts may 
be those very imaginary texts, whose tradition las been hept up by a line 
of selfish priests, and while we have this suspicion, no assumption of a 
Vedic textin support of such texts ıs possible And as shown above, it is 
far more reasonable to conclude them to be due to avarice, &e ; and so the 
suspicion becomesacertainty And it may be pomted out that this fact bas 
already been hinted by the Bhashya, by the expression “ Tulyakaranatrat” 
(2 e, the fact of avarice being the sou ce applies to the case of the Vazsarjana 


cloth, as also to the covering of the post) 


But with reference to the two foregoing Adhikaranas, the following 
points aie worth consideration — 

The fact of the Smitis being based upon the Veda having been fully 
established, even if, perchance, a certam Smrt: text be found to be con- 
thadicted by a certain Vedic text, how can we attribute ıt to such othe 
causes (as IHusiou and the rest) ? 

It ıs a well-known fact that Vedic teats are scattered over various 
branches of the Veda, known to different persons, and that they do not 
occur in the Vedain the order in which they are used at the performance 
of sacrifices , and consequently, 1t 1s only 11g¢ht that, with a view to protect 
intact the context of the whole Veda, the authors of Smtis, when 
laying down the performance of certain actions, should not quote the Vedic 
texts themselves, but simply point to them, by means of expressing the 
same sense in then own words, and then collect them as such in one place, 
and m so doing the words used by these authors serve to indicate the words 
of the Vedic texts (which are themselves not available), exactly ım the 
same manner as certain distinctions of tone, accent, &e (serve to indicata 
the different meauings of words, &c) And as, when a student goes toa 
teacher with a book in his hand, when the teacher pomts out a certam text 
as forming part of the work, even though it be not found (in the particular 
book carried by the student) he accepts the text as tine, m the same man- 
ner, the words of the authors of the Mulpasutras occupying with us the 
same posiiion as the words of the teacher, simply point to the existence of 
Vedic texts in keeping with themselves, and as 1t 1s only in this poimting 
out that then function ceases, they caunot be rejected as unauthoritative, 
on the ground of then proceeding fiom a human source, exactly as though 
proceeding from them, yet the distinctions of tones, accents, &c, are not 
rejected as altogether unauthoutative 
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Then again, that the Vedas are in such and such a form can be point- 
ed out by such men as either read or remember them; and no difference 1s 
made whethe: the one or the other means ıs employed As at the tıme 
that the person 1s not actually repeating the Veda, even those who have 
read ıt all up, retain the Veda either by the impressions left by them, o1 
by his memory (and in the case of Remembrance also, the text is retained 
by memory) Thus then those Vedic texts, whose sense is 1emembered 
and 1eproduced (by the authors of the Kalpasitras), and as such clearly 
pointed out as ieally existing in the Veda, are equal in authority to 
those texts that are directly found in the Veda as one may have learnt 
it, and as such, on what giounds could they be rejected? If a single 
Smré. wok could be found to be, through and thiough, against the Veda, 
then alone could we 1eject that work, and employ the others (in our prac- 
tice) (But no such Smrt work ıs found) As a matter of fact, all 
the Smits that we know of,—such for instance, as those treating of the 
Upanayana, § ,—are found to be based upon direct Vedic texts, of the several 
1escensions, the Katha, the Mart äyān, and the rest, and if by chance 
any single sentence mm such Smriz, be found to be not in keeping with 
Vedic texts, we daie not conclude, on the strength of that solitary 1m- 
stauce, that that particular Smrtz text must have its origin elsewhere (in 
the realms of Illusion, &e ) And when such a Smrt text 18 rejected by 
some peisou, ovei-fond of logical reasoning, if he 1s soon made acquainted 
with a Vedic text, of a different Cakha, corroborating that very Smrti, 
how sorty would the countenance become, of this clever logician? And 
(as the Smrt. text would be found to be contradicted by one Vedic text 
and corroborated by the other) there could be no certainty as to whether 
its authority 1s to be rejected o1 accepted 

As for the Smriz text enjoining the covering up of the whole post, 
which has been cited as an instance of a text contradictory to the Vedic 
text laying down the touching of the post,—this Smrti text 1s entirely co110- 
borated by direct Vedic texts, as has been clearly shown by Jaimini hım- 
self in his work the “ Chandogyanupada,” as also while dealing with the 
subject of the “ Audumbart yipa” as laid down by direct Vedic texts of 
the Çākatäyam Biahmana,—where it ıs pointed out that the people 
belonging to the C&katayant Rescenion, should, ın covering the post, have 
the “ thread-ends” at the top, which distinctly shows the necessity of its 
being covered by cloth, as 1s also pointed out by the followmg text “the 
cloth is praised, the cloth ıs prosperity, the cloth 1s peace ,” and in connec- 
tion with this, Jaimini has (in the aforesaid work) also explained the cover- 
ing of the Audumbari post by a piece of cloth as being based upon dnect 
Vedic texts And thus being based upon Vedic texts, how cant serve as the 
instance of a text to be rejected as unauthoritative ? On the other hand, it 
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is only proper to accept it as laying down an optional alternative to the 
Vedic text ; as both have been found to be equally strong ım their authority, 

As a matter of fact, however, there would have been a possibility of 
its being totally rejected, only if there were-a real contradiction, but in 
the present case, there 1s no contradiction at ell , for mere covering cannot 
be contradicted by the text that enjoms its touching. Because if the post 
were covered up, leaving a few inches uncovered, could not the touching 
be very well done? That the whole of the post should be covered 1s not 
laid down in the Kalpasitia; and as a matter of fact too, nobody covers 
it near the 1006 of its ears. Even if the particle ‘parz’ (in the Siira) 
were taken to imply the covering of the whole post, then too the Sutra 
would have its purpose fulfilled even if the post were left uncovered in the 
small place (near its ear) 

It has been said that this covering of the whole of the post can only 
have originated in the greed (of the priest for the cloth), but the greed 
would have been better satisfied by covering the lower and the upper parts 
by two pieces, exactly as two are used by females for the lower and upper 
coverings (which would give the priest two instead of only one piece) , and 
then again, the priest should have laid down that ıt should be a splendid 
silk cloth ; and not that ıt should be one only, and that too without any 
qualifications. That the injunctions of the various coverings are not due 
to any greed on the part of the priest 1s amply proved by the injunction 
that the post ıs to be covered by Kuga grass, and it ıs after the post 
has been covered by the Kuga grass that ıt ıs covered by the cloth And 
certainly in the case of the text laying down the covering by Kuça, no such 
cause (as that of greed and the like) can be found, and in the case of the 
cloth-covering also, we cannot find any such cause for the restriction that 
the cloth should have its thread-ends pointing upwards. 

As for the text that lays down the propriety of eating at the place of 
the Sacrificer when he has pruchased the Soma, ıt is a text fiom the 
Atharva Veda; and certamly there can be no reason for asserting its un- 
authoritativeness. Even though this particular text of the Atharva Veda 
does not serve any purpose in connection with sacrifices, yet what 1s there 
to set aside its authority with regard to other matters? The performance 
of Canis (pacification of evil influences), Pusht: (actions meant to bring pro- 
sperity) and Abhicdra (killing of enemies, &c ), are all laid down in the 
Atharva Veda, as to be performed for the sake of the same person (that 
performs the sacrifices), and by the very same priest, and thus we find 
that the Atharva Veda serves the purpose of explaming its own particular 
province of Actions, exactly in the same way as the other three Vedas do 
with regard to their respective subjects (of the performance of the various 
sacrifices, d&c.) (And as such there is no reason why the authority of the 
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Atharva Veda should be rejected in favour of that of the other three 
Vedas). .And again, the Injunction of eating (at the place of the Sacrificer 
who has purchased the Soma) does not refer to any part of the sacrifice; 
exactly as the actions of Canis, &c., do not form part of any ; therefore both 
(the Eating and the Canti) referring simply to a desirable purpose of man, 
the authority of the Injunction of the said Hating cannot be reasonably re- 
jected (7.e., as the Hating is not a part of the sacrifice, the authority of 
the Atharva Veda cannot be doubted with regard to it). 

(The Hating does not form part of any sacrifice because) it has been 
laid down, not with any special reference either to‘the sacrificer or to the 
priests, but with regard to all men in general. There are certain other texts 
that prohibit a man to eat at the place of one who has been initiated for a 
sacrifice ; and we find two texts that allow him to eat at the sacrificer’s place ; 
but each of the texts defines different limits of time,—one of them allowing 
of the eating only when the sacrificer has finished the “ Agnishoma-sans- 
tha,” and the other pointing out the “ purchasing of the Soma” as the 
time after which one could eat at his place; and (there is no contradiction 
between the two texts, as) they can be taken as laying down alternative 
restrictions ; exactly as there are alternatives laid down with regard to the 
cessation of the various “ Periods of Impurity ’—(where we do not reject 
any one alternative in favour of another). 

An objection is raised: “ The distinction that is made in the periods 
“ of ‘impurity’ is due to considerations of the impediments to the perform- 
“ance of sacrifices; and for this reason the various limits of impurity 
“ are not equally authoritative; and as such they cannot be accepted as 
“ alternatives. One who could become purified, or capable of feeding others, 
“in a shorter time,—why should he wait for the lapse of the longer time ? 
“ Thus then, if the Brahmana could become pure after the lapse of either 
“one or three days, how could the impurity ever continue for ten days ? 
** Because by ‘ purity ’ is meant the disappearance of sin, or the capability 
“of performing sacrifices; and how could these properties he held to be 
“ both existent and non-existent before the lapse of ten days ? In the same 
“ manner, in the case of the food given by the initiated sacrificer, we can 
“never know it to be both pure and impure, before the Agnishomasanstha 
“ has been finished. 

“It may be argued that—‘ The limit of the impurity in the case 
“ of each person may be acknowledged to be that which he and his fore- 
“fathers have been accepting from before, exactly as whether the 
‘© Agnihotra offerings are to be made before or after sunrise, is decided by 
“ what the man himself or his forefathers may have been doing (and as we 
“accept the two times to be optional, so too we can also hold the limits of 
‘ purity to be optional). 
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“ But this cannot be, because in the case of the two times of 
“the Agnihotra, both are equally authoritative, and hence an option 
“ıs allowable, nor, im this case, is any contradiction of any previous 
“text (as there ıs in the case of the food, the mention of its purity 
“ being contradictory to that of its impurity, before the finishing of the 
“ Agnishoma) Because the mention of the advisability of making the 
“ offering before suniise does not make that of makingit after sunrise alto- 
“gether useless And further in this case, the two alternatives do not 
“ difte:. in the least, ın the amount of trouble and expense that each ım- 
“volves While, on the other hand, in the case ın question, if the purity 
“that is accomplished ın a shorter time, be postponed till a much longer 
“ time,—this action would ın the first place be in duect contradiction to 
“ such express injunctions (of Manu), as that one should not extend the period 
“ of impurity , secondly, the acceptance of the longer period involves a much 
“ greater trouble, and as such no one could accept ıt, and as no one would 
“accept it, the declaration of this longer period would become absolutely 
“ useless Therefore until we can find out some reason or object for the two 
“ declarations, we cannot admit them as optional , and such object, or reason, 
“ for the lessening of the number of impure days, we have found to lie 1m the 
“ considerations of the impediments to the proper pe: formance of saci1fices, 
“ (e, as the greater number of the days of impurity would keep the per- 
“son away from sacrifices for a longer time, the peiiod 1s shortened), and 
“an this case there ıs no extension of the period of impurity, and 
“as for shorter petiods of impurity, we find these limited to—(1) four 
“ days, (2) three days, and (3) one day—in the case, respectively, of the 
“deaths of the child, (1) that has cut its teeth, (2) that after whom 
“another child has been born, and (3) that which has not had its tonsure , 
“and in these cases too, there is no extension of the period of impurity 
“ Says Gautama (laying down reasons for the lessening of the period of 
‘“ampunity) It ıs done, for the sake of the prope: transaction of business, in 
“ the case of the Kshatriya, and for the performance of sacrafices, n the case of 
“ the Bidhamana 

“Or, ıt may be that the injunction of not extending the period 
“of impulity may have its application in a case where another cause 
“of ımpunty comes about within ten days from the first cause, in 
“which case the lapse of these ten days purifies the man from the 
“impurities due to both events The meaning of the said junction 
“would, thus, come to be that one should not extend the period of ım- 
“ purity, even if a cause for fuithe: impurity comes about, because the 
“period of the former ımpurıty would apply to the latter also, and hence 
“it 1s that when the ten-day peiiod of ımpurıty due to a certain cause has 
‘begun, and has not come to an end, before another event happens in the 
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“interim, the former includes this latter; because the number of days 
“limited to fen spreads over all these ten days completely, and as such it 
“is only proper that it should have its sway over any other event that 
“may happen within its limits, and thereby limit the period of impurity 
“ due to this latter. Purity and Impurity being imperceptible entities are 
“ accepted, just as they are declared to be in Vedic texts (and as such we 
“cannot always find a reason for the continuance or cessation of the 
“periods of impurity due to various causes). 

“In the case of the eating (at the place of the initiated sacrificer), 
“however, we do not find any cause or object for any limit: and hence 
‘the longer limit would always be rejected in favour of the shorter. 
“Consequently it is absolutely necessary to find out an object for 
“the laying down of the two limits. It may be urged that—' in the 
“case of the said eating also, when it is impossible to wait for the 
“longer limit, or when the sacrificer happens to offer the food (which is 
‘not considered right to refuse), then (under these two contingencies) 
“ his food may be taken, even after he has only finished the purchase of the 
“Soma. The Dharmagdstras have often laid down certain secondary 
“ causes of action, to be followed, in times of trouble, when 3t is impossible 
‘to follow the course primarily laid down; and in the same manner, it 
‘© may be held that when one is on the point of death by starvation, he 
‘ can partake of the food given by the initiated sacrificer, even if this latter 
‘‘ may only have purchased the Soma at that time.’ Well, this is only 
“another way of declaring the injunction of the shorter limit to be un- 
“ authoritative; because, in the event of starvation, Vievamitra even ate 
“of the thigh of a dead dog (which does not mean that the eating of the 
“ dog is allowable.” 

To all this, we make the following reply: In one case (as in the case 
of the eating of the dog) a certain evil deed is unavoidably done, which is 
not expressly permitted; and in another (as in the case of eating at the 
place of the sacrificer when he has purchased the Soma) that which is 
done as unavoidable, is also expressly permitted; and certamly, this con- 
titutes a deal of difference. It cannot be denied that there is a difference 
between the general permission (that in tronblous times men can, under 
pressure of circumstances, do probibited deeds), and a specific permission 
(that such and such an act is to be done); becanse there is no sin attach- 
ing to this latter act, while to the former, there is a slight taint of it. 
Manu also has laid down the following, with regard to the course of action 
permissible in times of tronble: ‘The sins committed during such calamit- 
ous times will be purified when such times have ceased; aud the person, 
who has lowered himself by the performance of a slightly evil or a gravely 
heinous deed, can purify himself, when (on favourable times having 
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arrived) he 1s able to do so, by the performance of deeds of righteousness.’ 
And the first act of mghteousness that will have to be performed would be 
in the shape of an expiatory rite; and when the man will have purified 
himself by 1ts means, then alone will he be entitled to the performance of 
such other acts, as will bring to him particular desirable results, (2 e, the 
various sacrifices). 

Thus then, 1t must be admitted that the injunction, that permits the 
eating at the place of one who has purchased the Soma, 1s meant to imply 
that, ın a case where there is no other means of saving one’s self from star- 
vation, 1f he eats at his place, he does not, by that, commit a sinful act. 
And in this connection, ıt may also be pointed out, that in a case where 
one 1s able to abide by the primary injunction, 1f he has recourse to the se- 
condary alternative, he does not obtain the proper results,—as has been 
explained in the case of sacrifices. Thus then, inasmuch as the accept- 
ance of the simple alternative, without sufficient grounds for the renounc- 
ing of the chief injunction, has been condemned as useless (and not permis- 
sible), ı1t must be concluded that when 1t 18 possible for the man to obtain 
food elsewhere, he should not, for mere worldly reasons, partake of food at 
the place of the saciificer, (af he has only purchased the Soma, and not 
finished the Agnishoma-Sansthak). 

Or, we may explain the case in the following manner: The two courses 
of action 1eferiing to different points of time, and thereby not being cap- 
able of being taken as equally authoritative alternatives, we must explain 
away their seeming contiadiction, by finding different parposes (or signi- 
fications) for them (And this 1s done in the following manner): So long 
as the initiated sacrificer has not purchased the cow, any partaking of his 
food ıs never allowable , and when he has purchased the Soma (one might 
eat at his place, but), 1f one desist from such eating even then (and wait 
until the finishing of the Sanstha), he would be imposing upon himself a 
ce: tai penance, which ıs by no means compulsory (though leading to excel- 
lent 1 esults), exactly as the not partaking of any food at the Çrāddha ceremo- 
nies, or of giving up the eating of meat,—which, as penances, are good and 
bring about very good results, though they are by no means compulsory; as 
neither the eating at Craddhas, nor the partaking of meat, is absolutely pro- 
hibited. Because what 1s absolutely prohibited ıs the eating at a place where 
a Craddha is performed, within the ten days of impunity, as also (according 
to some authors) the eating at the Anniversary- Crdddhas ; and there 18 no 
prohibition of eating at all functions that are performed in honour of the 
Forefathers; and hence we understand that if one desists from eating at 
all such functions, he ıs performing a particular penance, which leads 
hım to Heaven. In the same manner, the eating of meat is absolutely 
prohibited on the sixth, eighth, fourteenth, and fifteenth (and the 
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thirtieth) days of the month; and from this it follows that the house- 
holder can eat it on the other days, if he so wish it; and hence if one 
desists from its eating, he acquires a peculiarly excellent merit; as has 
been expressly laid down (by Mann): ‘There is no harm in eating meat, or 
in drinking wine, &c.; such is the general inclination of men; but cessa- 
tion from these leads to excellent results.’ 

The opponent may argue thus: “ In the case of the eating of food at 
“a place where a Craddha is being performed, we find that there are in 
“ reality two distinct sentences; and as such we can interpret it as two 
“ sentences; in the case in question, on the other hand, there is a single 
“ sentence prohibiting the eating of any food at the house of one who has 
“ been initiated for a sacrifice; and as such, how can the single sentence 
“express two (unconnected) facts, as that one should not eat before the 
“ person has purchased the Soma, and also that if one does not eat at his 
“place before he has finished the Agnishomiya-Sanstha, he will be obtaining 
“ excellent results ?” 

To this, we reply as follows: The latter may also be taken as two 
sentences, as laying down distinct limits; the former general prohibition 
of eating ends with the purchase of the Soma; and we do not connect 
the second limit with this general prohibition; because this latter is one 
only (and as such cannot reasonably be connected with two limits). And 
then from the fact of there being a second permission (that one can eat at 
the-place when the Sañsthā has been finished), we infer that there must be 
some other prohibition of the eating referring to the time intervening 
between the purchasing of the Soma and the finishing of the Sanstha (and 
that the latter injunction sets aside the inferred prohibition). Otherwise (if 
there were no such intermediate prohibition, why should that, which has 
been already permitted (by the sentence that permits the eating after the 
Soma has been purchased), be permitted again (by the sentence permitting 
the eating after the Saastha has been finished) ? 

For instance, when the sacrifical priest has got his permission at 
the very beginning, what would be the use of according him another 
permission for the performance of the Nirvāpa? At the time that 
the priest is appointed, the sacrificer already accords him the permis- 
sion to do everything in connection with the sacrifice; and hence the 
word ‘prasava’ in the Mantra employed at the Nirvdpa is not taken 
as indicating another permission by the sacrificer. In the same man- 
ner, the permission of eating accorded by the passage that lays down 
the purchase of Soma as the limit would be needlessly repeated in the 
permission accorded by that which lays down the finishing of the Savstha 
as the limit; and in erder to avoid this, we must admit, either that the 
desisting from eating between the two mentioned limits is a particular 
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penance bringing about excellent results,—or that the latter passage 
permits the eating which has been prohibited by another (inferred) passage 
which operates between the time included between the two lmits And 
as the permitting of that which has been prohibited gives rise to the 
notion of an option, such a process 1s open to the eightfold disc1epancies 
(of an Option, as explained above). 

For these reasons, we conclude that the permission is only of that 
which had been set aside as an exception (by the inferred intermediate 
prohibition) That ıs to say, this termediate passage (whose existence 
we have inferred) serves to lay down, fo. those who may be desirous 
of certain excellent results, an obseivance, in the shape of the not- 
eating of the food of the initiated person (even after he has purchased 
the Soma), because before such a passage, the second permission would 
be meaningless, specially as 1t cannot be accepted as a distinct Injunction, 
as in that case we would have to assume an invisible Transcendental 
Result (to follow from the act of eating after the Sanstha@ has been fimshed) 
Thus then, the purpose and the object of the two passages (laying down 
the two limits of abstaining from the food of the saci1fice:) being entuely 
different, they cannot be said to contiadict each other 

As for the Omri text that enjoins the lıfe of the religious student for 
forty-eight years, this has been mentioned, in the Smrtis also, only as an 
alte: native course, or,1tmay be explained as referring to conditions of life 
othe: than that of the prospective householder , and as such there 1s no 
contiadiction by this of the said Vedic text Manu speaks of the person 
“having studied the three, two or even one Veda, in due orde: ”, and 
from this 16 1s clear that the thiee alternatives are laid down, either in 
consideration of the diverse capabilities of different students, or as 
referme to different conditions of hfe Gautama tas also declared that— 
“with a view to the studying of one Veda, the man should 1emain a 
student for twelve years”, and this 1s the first alternative, laid down for 
those desuious of soon entering unto the householde:’s state And as the 
second alternative, he lays down the necessity of leading the student’s life, 
extending to twelve years fo. each Veda,—thus making up a sum total ot 
forty-eight years 

And in connection with these alte:natives, we can make the following 
distinction Thelonger period has been laid down for those that are either 
blind, or lame, or otherwise incapable of entering upon the duties of the 
householde:. For such people, there is either life-long studentship, or a 
life of Renunciation; and as such, they can very well accept the longer 
course of study, which ıs thus laid down for them, to piepare them, from 
the very beginning, for their rehgious hfe Because ıt is only mght that 
the Upakurvanaka student (who ıs incapable of affording any help to 
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others, in the shape of wife or children), should spend the greater part of 
his life in long-continued study; as that would endow him with great 
knowledge; and as such having all his sins destroyed by means of pions 
deeds (of worship, Japa and the like), and thereby becoming duly purified 
by means of pure study, he would reach the desirable goal, even if he 
succeeds in fulfilling only a few of the ordinary duties of life. Dvyaipayana 
and others have also declared thus—“ The Brahmana having all his 
duties accomplished by means of pure study, may or may not do any other 
actions ; and he is called a ‘Mattra-Brahmana’ ” 

Then again, we find it declared that the daily performance of such ac- 
tions as the study and explanations of the three Vedas and the various Sūtras, 
&e.—which go under the name of ‘ Brahmayajna’—bring about certain 
results, in the shape of Heaven and the like; and if these were taken to 
apply to such persons also as are capable of, and entitled to, the performances 
of the various sacrifices, then the Injunctions of these elaborate sacrifices 
(as leading to such results as Heaven and the like) would become abso- 
Intely useless ; and consequently we take them as referring to the life-long 
Student and the Renunciate, who are entitled only to such actions as Japa 
and Meditation; and as the results following from such actions become 
greater by a greater knowledge of the Veda, the Smrtis lay down twelve 
years as the time to be employed in the study of each Veda. 

Or, it may be that if a student turns ont to be exceptionally clever, 
and quickly reads up all the four Vedas, not neglecting, within the same 
time, a full comprehension of the meaning of the Veda, he can certainly 
take his stand upon the Injunction—that the life of the religious student 
should last only so long as the Vedas have not been studied—and can 
accordingly enter into the state of the householder directly (7.¢, even 
before he has completed the twelve years); and in the case of this person, 
the particular Injunction has set aside both the injunctions that lay down, 
respectively, twelve and-forty-eight years as the extent of studentship. 
Consequently then, (inasmuch as these are only various alternatives laid 
down in accordance with the exigencies of particular circumstances) none of 
them can be cited as an instance of the contradiction of a Vedic text. 

Thus then, we donot find any Smrti text contradicting the Veda; the 
contradiction that we do meet with is only between two Vedic texts; but 
this also is capable of being explained in some way or the other. (1) Conse- 
quently, the Siira (the third) must be taken to signify only the advisability 
of a certain course to be adopted at the time of action (where it is always 
desirable to accept the alternative laid down in the Veda); (IL) or, if it be 
absolutely necessary to take it as laying down the rejection of the Smrti 
this “ Smrit” must be taken to refer to the Smriis compiled by people 
outside (the pale of Vedic religion). To explain— 
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I. Waith a view to offer a salutary advice to the people, what Jaimini 
says in the Guta ıs that, ın a case where we find the Vedic text laying 
down one action, and the Smriz laying down another,—and thus there be- 
ing an apparent contradiction between the two, on that point—it is desirable 
that, m practice, we should adopt the course laid down in the Veda 
(Nor can ıt be argued that even this would be an indirect rejection ot the 
authority of the particular Smri: text; because) even in the case of the 
alternative Injunctions of the Vrihr and the Yava, both of which appear in 
the Veda, 1f some person continues to employ only one of the two (the 
Yava alone, f1) at his sacrifices, throughout his life, he does not, by that, 
become open to the charge of having rejected, the authority of the alterna- 
tive Injunction (of the Vth). In the same mannei, even when the.Smrtz 
is found to be possessed of an authority equal to that of the Veda, if one 
adopts the course laid down in the Veda, there 1s no harm done to the Smrti. 
Thus then, all that 1s meant is that ın cases where the Smrti texts have only 
expressed,’ im othe: words, the sense of certain Vedic texts, without taking 
the trouble of directly quoting such texts,—they make their authority de- 
pendent upon the inference of the Vedic texts on which they base them- 
selves, the Vedic text, on the other hand, ıs self-sufficient in 1ts authority 
which does not depend upon anything else, and as such this latter be- 
comes more capable of confidence, which makes people have greater faith 
in these, and adopt the course laid down by them, ın preference to that 
laid down by the Smrtz text. 

Thus then, the Sata (the third) should also be explained thus When 
there is a contradiction between the ideas exvressed by the Vedic text and the 
Smrti, that which ıs independent of all else—(or 1f we read “ anapékshyam,” 
that which has not the need of resting upon anything else)—should be 
accepted as authorriatwe, the word ‘authoritative’ being supplied fiom the 
preceding Sutra; and this is laid down with a view to the course that 1s 
advisable to be adopted under the circumstances 

Thus, we find that we cannot reasonably accept the absolute rejection 
of the Smrh text, when there is every chance of our finding 1t to be based 
upon an independent Vedic text, to be found in another rescension of the 
Veda. Nor will the adoption of the course laid down in the Smrti 
render the person open to the charge of having neglected the action laid 
down by a direct Vedic text, because at the time that we actually find, in 
another branch of the Veda, the Vedic text ın support of the Smrtz, both 
courses of action would become equally authoritative, and as such capable 
of being both accepted as optional alternatives 

On this, 16 may be argued that—‘“ as in the case of the contradiction of 
the Smti by the Vedic text, we only accept the former to be less trust 
worthy than the latter only (and as such not to be given the preference) ; 
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80, in the same manner, when we find a course of action, laid down in 
another branch of the Veda opposed to that laid down in our own Veda, 
the former would be capable of rejection (in favour of «he latter, which 
is more trustworthy for us).” 

It would certainly be so rejected, so long as it is only known by 
hearsay; when, however, we actually come across it in the Veda, it does 
not im any way differ from the text met with in our own Veda. Thus, 
we conclude that the Sūtra points oat this peculiar relation between the 
Smrti and Vedic texts, that the former is not altogether set aside by the 
latter, nor is it equal to it in its authority. 

JI. Or, the Sutras (third and fourth) may be taken as pointing out the 
fact of the unacceptability of the subsequent Smrti compilations on the 
ground of their being opposed to the Veda, and on account of their origin 
being found in the perceptible causes of Avarice, &c. These Smrtis that 
are not honoured by those who know the Vedas, are: (1) The compila- 
tions of certain texts relating to Dharma and Adharma, by Cakya, and the 
propounders of the systems of Sāåkhya, Yoga, Pancaraira, Pagupata and 
the like, all of which have in them a certain mixture of the Veda, and 
are hidden under a thin cloak of righteousness, treating of the various 
means of gaining popularity, wealth, respect and fame, and based upon 
the strength of certain visible results, quite unconnected with the Veda, 
and upon arguments seemingly based upon Sense-perception, Inference, 
Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency; (2) those that lay down certain in- 
structions, with regard to the gaining of a living, but are slightly mixed 
with a Vedic touch, through the mention of such Vedic teachings as those 
of not-killing, truthfulness, self-control, charity, mercy and the like, and 
as treating of certain Mantras and recipes for the treatment of poisons, sub- 
jugation of the wills of other persons (hypnotism), mysteriously sending 
away of other people, &e., the efficacy whereof are based upon their success 
ina few solitary instances; and (3) the extremely foreign compilations 
that lay down absolutely repngnant practices fit for Mlecchas, such as the 
eating together of many persons, and the like. 

This rejection of the authority of such compilations has not been 
spoken of in any other Adhikaraza (and as such it cannot be said to be a 
useless repetition here); nor is it altogether unnecessary to explain the 
reasons for their rejection ; because the aforesaid compilations have a wide 
circulation; and as such it is absolutely necessary to explicitly deny their 
authority, exactly asit is necessary to denounce the use of sach current 
incorrect forms of words, as “ Gavi” (for “ Gah”) and the like. If we 
altogether disregard such compilations, and do not strongly deny their 
authoritative character, then people might be led to think that their author- 
itativeness is too strong to be set aside, and thence they would come to 
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regard them as equalin authority (to the Veda and the Smrtes compiled 
mm accordance with ıt), o1, ıb may be that people might be more easily 
attracted to those Simzies, either on account of the apparent beauty of the 
actions laid down by them, or on that of the comparative ease with which 
these actions are performed, or on being misled by their 1.easonings, o1 
under the mfluence of the evil times we ate livingin, and thence men 
would become misled and deluded on all points relating to the various 
sacrifices and saciificial slaughters, &e , which would ultimately be entirely 
renounced, ot finding them to be the compilations of Bidhmanas and 
Kshai yas, like Manu and others, even the intelligent and the well-mean- 
ing would be led to infer them to be based upon the authority of the Veda, 
hke the works of Manu, &c , and as such they would come to accept them, 
as laying optional alternatives to the courses of action laid down in the 
Vedas and the Vedic Sm tıs Consequently, even in a case where the de- 
clarations of these Sntis would be found to be contradictory to one of 
Manu, people might adopt the course laid down in them (as they would 
consider both courses to be equally authoritative alternatives) 

Until all that 1s wholly contradictory to the Vedic 1eligion has not 
been duly rejected aud set aside, we can have no purity of Dharma (which 
will continue to be mised up with false semblances of it) Because as for 
the authority afforded by the acceptance by great men, and by the fact of 
thei being handed down by one’s forefathers,—the wpholdeis of these 
anti-Vedie Sm tis also bring these forwa1din support of thei own Suinréis, 
which, tl ey u:ge, 1s accepted by gieat men of other countries And the 
only reason, that limits one’s choice of different courses of action, les in 
luis own faith, because each man is naturally inclined to follow in the 
path tiodden by Ins own foretatheis (and as such authority could be 
equally brought forward by the other party, there would be no means of 
dissuading him fiom it, until we actually explained why only certain 
Sm ls are to be accepted as authoritative) 

In connection with the compilations of Manu, &c, some people have 
held that they (at least in the portions that are not found to be supported 
by any Vedic texts) are based upon the Vedic texts that have become lost, 
bat against these people, the Bauddha can very easily assert the fact of 
their Smtis also being based upon similar texts Fo, how could any 
limit be put upon the assamption of such lost texts ? And then, any action 
that may have been accepted by some people for a certain time,—if found 
to be incompatible with the Vedic texts--muight be assumed to be based 
upon lost texts, ard as such would come to appear as of equal authority 
with the Veda And ıt 1s with all this in view that the Sara has ex- 
piessly declared that when there is a contradiction, that which contradicts the 
Veda 18 ty be totally rejected 
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As for the fact of these compilations being dependent upon human 
agency, their upholders have also accepted it by their admission of the 
fact of their being compiled by particular personages ; and those that have 
listened to their teachings, infer the same from their theory that all words 
are non-eternal (which sets aside the possibility of any compilations being 
eternal). And as for the support of Vedic authority, inasmuch as they 
consider their own compilations to be equal to the Veda in their authority, 
they either cannot bear to think of seeking for its suppoit, or feel too 
ashamed to seek it; and hence they absolutely disown any such origin, 
exactly like ungrateful children who are eventually inclined towards their 
parents, and hence disown their real parentage. 

There is yet another point (of difference between the Smrtis of Manu 
and those of the Buuddhas) : In the case of Manu, we find only one text, 
by the way, which is found to be contrary to the Veda; whereas in the 
case of the Smrtis of the Bauddhus, baming a few Stray declarations of 
such virtues as self-control, charity and the like, all that they have to say 
is contrary, not only to the Veda, but to the approved conclusions of all 
the fourteen subsidiary sciences; and these latter are also compiled by 
irreligious men like Buddha, whose practices were all opposed to the 
injunctions laid down in the Veda, and were taught to the deluded men of 
the lowest caste, outside the pale of Vedic religion ; and as such, they can 
never even be thought of as based upon the Veda. 

Then again, we find that the Baud?ha teachings were given by one who 
was a born Kshatriya; and as such, he transgressed the duties of his own 
class, in taking upon himself the works of teaching and reeriving presents 
(which are the monopoly of the Brahmanas); and hence how ean we 
believe that true Dharma or Duty would be taught by one who has 
transgressed his own Dharma ? It has been well said: ‘One who is found 
to be doing deeds opposed to a prosperous hereafter, should be shunned 
from a distance; because how can one who deceives himself offer any 
salutary advice to others?’ Such transgression of Dharma by Buddha is 
clearly mentioned in the Alank@rabudihi (a Bauddha work), where Bud- 
dha is represented as saying—“ May all the pain proceeding from the 
sins dne to the Iron Age, rest in me, and leave hnmanity at large 
absolutely free!” And in connection with this, his followers eulogise his 
virtnes in the following strains: “For the sake of the well-being of 
hnmanity, He transgressed his own duties of the Kshatriya, and having 
taken up the duties of the Brahmana, he taught, even to the people out- 
side the pale of Vedic religion, such truths relating to Dharma, ag were 
not taught by the Brihmanas who were unable to transgress the prohibi- 
tion (of such teachings being imparted to outsiders); and thus prompted 
by his mercy to others, he even went to the length of transgressing his 
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own Dharma!” And we actually find His followers behaving ın a man. 
ner entirely at variance with the teachings of the Veda. 

Thus then, masmuch as we find the authois of these Smrtis, as 
well as their disciples and followers, behaving contrary to the direct 
teachings of the Veda, we cannot but deny the authority of the Smrtis 
themselves Because, as has been shown above, they are p: ofessedly 
opposed to the Veda, and hence they have no capacity for leading us to 
assume Vedic texts ın then support. 

As for the loss of ceitam rescensions of the Veda, no such com- 
plete loss would be possible, because the Veda has been proved to be 
eternal. Nor are the Bauddha Smrts found to have any other perceptible 
basis In the case of the Smré: (Manu) texts relating to the Upanay- 
ana, &c , we find them ın keeping with the texts of other branches of the 
Veda, but no sach support is possible for such actions (laid down in 
Bauddha Smriss) as the bowing to the Cartya, giving of gifts to Cddras 
and the like And as for assuming any other authoritative basis, we 
have already proved it to be :mpossible. 

On the other hand, we find that they are largely due to Avaiice and 
othe: such visible causes, in the presence of which, there can he no 1m- 
ference of any other origin. And asa matter of fact, ın the course of 
their teaching of Dharma, Buddha and others themselves never make 
any assertions that are not supported by arguments based upon actual 
experience Nor do they, like Gautama and other Vedic Teachers, assert 
their teachings to be based upon the Veda, on the other hand, they pat 
forward many such arguments, as are very far removed from true 
Dharma 

It ıs these persons that should not be respected even by words, and 
they have been denounced (in the Manusmrtr) as “ Heretics, Sinnets and 
Sceptics,” And it is the compilations of these people that Manu and 
otheis have declared to be fit only for being avoided ‘ Those Smrtis that 
ale opposed to the Veda, as also those that have evil tendencies, all these 
are absolutely useless, and have their basis in dark Ignorance.” And 
thus ıb is established that in matters relating to Dharma, such Smriis 
as are outside the pale of the Veda should be totally rejected as abso- 


lutely devoid of authority 


End of the thud Adhikarana. 


a ale atl alan se en diene aie dies die tin ae 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The superior authority of the declaration of the Substance]. 


Sutra (5). If it be urged that, when there is no disturbance 
of the Vedic Injunction, the Smrti text cannot be held to be con- 
tradicted by it,— 


(This Sätra only serves as a means of introducing the next Sätra, 
which embodies the real Pirvapaksha of the Adhikarana,) 

As regards the Smrtis dealing with the actions relating to the pur- 
poses of man, we have explained above (in accordance with the Bhashya) 
how they are to be accepted as authoritative, or rejected as nnauthoritative, 
according as, they are found to be supported, or contradicted, by the Veda, 
And under the present Adhikaraza, we proceed to consider those Smrti 
texts that deal with the actions in connection with sacrifices—snch for in- 
stance as the Smrti texts laying down the changing of the sacred thread, 
the rinsing of the mouth, the use of the right hand alone and the like, to be 
done during the performance of the sacrifices, laid down in the Veda, and 
with regard to these we shall only consider whether they are contradictory 
or not to the Veda; and when this has been settled, the authoritativeness 
or its contrary will be inferred from the preceding Adhikarana. 

[The instances cited here by the Bhdshya, are the Smrti texts that lay 
down the changing of one’s sacred thread as soon as it breaks, the rinsing of 
the mouth whenever one sneezes; and the contradiction that is suspected is 
that if the sacrificer should stop in the middle of the performance of the 
sacrifice, in order to change his thread, then there would be a break in the 
continuity of the sacrificial routine, which would involve a transgression of 
the Vedic Injunction. Another instance is that of the Smrti text laying 
down that everything in connection with sacrifices should he done by 
the right hand alone; and if one were to adhere to this strictly he may 
not be able to finish all that has to be done quickly, and withm the 
specified time,—which would involve a transgression of the Vedio In- 
junction]. 

In the case of these texts, the only standard by which we shona 
judge whether they are contrary or not to the Veda, would be the ascertain: 

22 
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ing whether the acceptance of the Smt: Injunction would, or would not, 
in any way interfere with the proper accomplishment of the actions laid down 
in the Veda, Thatis to say, if we find that the changing of the sacred thread, 
as happening in the middle of the sacrificial functions, 1s either not allowed, 
or distinctly prohibited, by the Vedic texts laying down the action and its 
procedure, then we conclude that there 1s a contradiction; if, however, 
we find that such actions enter into the very constitution of the sacrifice, 
helping its accomplishment, lıke any other ordinary actions mentioned in 
the same context, and are supported by certain Vedic texts, assumed in 
accordance with the Smriis, and do not in any way interfere with anything 
that has been laid down by the Vedic texts in connection with the saci- 
fice,—then we conclude that there is no contradiction 

There is yet another way of putting forward the difficulty or doubt 
that has given mse to the Adhikarana the question being—when there 1s 
a contradiction between the Smrti text and the Vedic text, it ıs doubtful 
which 1s to be accepted as the more authoritative, when it 1s found that the 
former deals directly with a certain definite entity (an the shape ofan Action), 
while the latter (at least that part of ıt which 1s found to be interfered 
with by the Smytz) ıs found to treat of secondary qualifications, because 
there is a difference in the acceptance of the comparative strength of one 
or the other, when both texts are dealt with merely as the means of cogni- 
tions, from that which is accepted when they are compared with reference 
towhat they speak of That 1s to say, we have already decided as to 
which of the two isto be accepted as of greater authority, when the Smrti 
and the Vedic texts are found to contradict each other, but when ıt happens 
that the contradiction 1s between a qualification or property on one side, 
and a definite entity or substance on the other, then 1t is to the latter that 
preference is shown, as will be explained under Süüa XII-n-20 For 
instance, in the case in question, the Smrt: texts do not ın any way tend 
to set aside or reject any definite action laid down ın the Veda, as for the 
order or time in which the actions are to be performed (which alone 1s found 
to be interfered with by the Smrti texts), these are always acknowledged 
to be the qualifications of the main substance of the Action Thus then, 
ifin this also, we depend upon the comparative strength of the Smrtz 
and the Veda generally considered as authoritative (means of knowledge), 
then, even though the Order, &c , of the Actions, being the qualifications, are 
weaker than the 21nswng of the mouth, &c , which, as distinct Actions, are the 
stronger,—yet, masmuch as the former are laid down by the Veda, which 
by itself is possessed of a stronger authoritativeness than that of the 
Imri, the latter Actions will necessaiily have to be set aside by consider- 
ations of the Order, &c., of the performance of the sacrifice. If, however, 
we accept the comparative strength as between the subject-matter of the 
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two texts, then, inasmuch as the definite actions of rinsing, &c, will always 
be stronger than the Order, ¥c, which are mere qualifications of Actions, 
even though the former are laid down by the Smrti, which by itself ıs 
weaker in authouity than the Veda,—yet bemg definite Actions, they will 
set aside the qualifications of the Order, &c , which, as qualifications, are in 
themselves the weaker of the two 

The question beimg thus stated, the answer that suggests itself is that 
these Smri texts, that lay down certain actions in connection with the 
Vedic sacrifices, ate not contradictory to the Veda , because the perform- 
ance of the actions laid down by them does not interfere with the perform- 
ance of the Vedic sacrifice Because, ın the cases of the six means of as- 
certaining the meaning of Vedic Injunctions—namely, Direct Assertion, In- 
directi Implication, Context, Syntactical Connection, Position and Name,— 
among which there 1s a difference in the authority of each of them,—even 
when that which is pointed out by the strongest of these has been accepted 
as the principal course, all that ıs mdicated by the others are not totally 
discarded, but accepted as hetping, ın their secondary or subordinate char- 
acter, the Primary Action, and as such come to be taken along with the pro- 
cedure, &c of the Action as laid down in certain scattered passages, m the 
same mannei, (just as in the case of the above six) also when the seventh 
means of knowledge, in the shape of the Smri:, or a long-established 
usage, happens to lay down certain actions, these may be accepted, as 
helping the Final Result, by being taken along with the Procedure of the 
Primary Vedic Action, even as certain actions laid down by 'the Smrir 
(the Ashtaka for instance) are accepted as the direct means to a final Re- 
sult That is to say, as no limit has been fixed to the help that may be 
accorded to the accomplishment of the Final Result, by means of various 
methods and processes,—whatever method or process may be pointed out 
by whatever means of knowledge or authority, as helping in the accom- 
plishment of that Result, ıt 1s aecepted to be subsidiary to the Primary 
Action Thus then, the rinsing of the mouth, &c , may, in accordance with 
this argument, be mghtly accepted as subsidiary to the Primary Sacrifice , 
(and as such there need be no contradiction). 


On this we have the following PirvapaksHa . 


Sutra (6). “This cannot be; because the limit is fixed by the 
Scriptures.” 


“That is to say, as the limit of all set Vedic Actions 1s distinctly fixed 
“by the Veda itself, any addition of new Actions will mean an exceeding of 
“its proper bounds, and who can transgress with impunity a limit that has 
“ been fixed by the Veda ? 
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“ The limit of Actions 1s fixed by the Scriptures in thiee ways. (1) 

by laying down a definite order in which the various actions are to be 
performed; (2) by distinctly laying down the extreme limits of the Action 
itself; and (3) by laying down the necessity of fimshing the Action 
quickly (within a certain limited period of time) And this Scriptural 
limit will certainly be transgressed (by the intiusion of such actions as 
‘the rinsing of the mouth and the lke) Because the Time, Limit and. 
“the Order of the Primary Action, having been defintely laid down by 
“ means of the two sets of the six-fold means of ascertaining the details of 
“ Vedic Actions (vz, Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, Syntactial Con- 
“nection, Context, Position and Name forming one set, and Duect Decla- 
“ration, Meaning, Context, Position, Principal Action and its Procedure 
“forming the other),—1f any such actions as are laid down either by the 
“ Smrtus, or by long-established usage, were to be inserted ın the middle of 
“a, Vedic sacrifice, these would certamly lead to the transgression of the 
“aforesaid Order, &e 

“It is distinctly laid down in the Vedic text that pomts out the 
“method of performing saciifices, that no actions im connection with the 
“ Principal Sacrifice are to be separated from ıt, in point of time But 
“sf, in the middle of the performance of such a Principal Action, we were 
“to mtrude certain actions laid down either by the Smrti or by usage, or 
“if we were to stick to the Smrti: injunction of using the right hand alone 
“and thereby causing unnecessary delay in the main gacrifice, there would 
“certainly be a disturbance of the aforesaid proximity of the orginal 
“subsidiary actions with the Main Action, and the delay would cause the 
“ transgression of the laws that lay down the morning or the mid-day as the 
“ proper time for all Vedic Actions The order of Actions 1s ascertained 
“by means of Direct Declaration, Meaning, Context, Position, Principal 
“ Action, and the Procedure of the Action itself (as explained in the Fourth 
“ Adhy@ya), and this Order, as affectang the Vedic Actions, having the 
“‘lamits of their acceptance and authority duly recognised, would ce1tainly 
“be disturbed by the mtrusion of the rinsing of the mouth after sneezing 

“The same may be said with reference to the Smrtz Injunction of 
“ putting on a fresh sacred thread, 1f, through continued bodily work, ıt 
“ happen to slip off the body. 

“ And again, the intervening performance of the actions laid down in 
“tho Smrti, has no fixed order laid down by the Veda; and for the order 
“and the limit of the Vedic Sacrifice, we do not admit of any authority 
“save the Veda itself. Therefore, ın order to get together all the subsidi- 
“ary actions in connection with the main sacrifice, without neglecting the 
“ least amongst them, it ıs absolutely necessary for the priests to ascertain 
“ the limits of the various Minor Actions constituting the Main Sacrifice, 
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“recognised by means of Direct Assertion, Implication, &c. Consequently, 
“if he happens to perform, in the middle, an action laid down by the 
“ Smri1,—which was not known before as one to be performed, and which 
“ has cLopped up only subsequently, —then, there would certainly be a trans- 
gression of the Order, &c, that has been ascertained before; and thereby 
“he would be unable to ascertain exactly what he has done and what he has 
“left undone (of the Main Sacrifice) , and thus, being extremely suspicious 
“of the incomplete character of his sacrifice, he would fail to achieve the 
“confidence of haying duly accomplished it, and thereby the potency of 
“the Final Result havmg been extremely weakened, the fruit of the 
“action accruing to him would come to be much lessened in quality, as 
“well as in quantity. But the potency of the Final Result has been duly 
“pointed out by the Injunction as taken along with the Arthavdda passage , 
“and as such ıt can never bear a single jot of abatement, consequently it 
“necessarily rejects the Smriz texts laying down such intrusions. 

“ (Or, the Sutra may be interpveted in a different manner), As the 
“limits and number of the subsidiary sciences of the Veda have been def- 
“ nıtely restricted to the Teachings and Commentaries mm connection with 
“at, which are fixed within certain limits, there 1s no room for any other 
“science (as the Smrtz) beng admitted as anothe: subsidiary to it. In 
“ connection with any Vedic saciifice, all the actions that are laid down are 
“ understood as to be performed simultaneously , and as such the priests go 
“through all the actions with a hurry (in order to preserve the simulta- 
“ neity as far as possible) ; but as an absolute simultaneity 18 an impossi- 
“bilhty, the Vedic text that lays down the procedure permits only such 
“delay (and consequent separation of the various actions), as 18 absolutely 
“ necessary, between the end of one action and the beginning of another. 
“ Hence, 1f one were to make an unnecessary delay, even when he were able 
“ to avoid it, then such transgression could never be allowed to pass with 
“impunity, by the direct Vedic assertion of the particular Procedure 
“ Thus then, we conclude that as the said Smrtis disturb the three-fold 
“ Order of the Vedic Actions, the performance of such actions as the rinsing 
“of the mouth, &c., (1m the course of sacrifices) cannot but be rejected as 
“ contradictory to the Veda” 


SippHANTA 
Sutra (7). But when we do not find any cause for (the enjoin 
ing of) such actions, we conclude them to be of use (at the 
sacrifice). 
Or, this Sutra may be taken to extend up to “ téshvadarpandduiwodhasyss 
(berau re do not percewve any contradiction wm ther’, which the Bhas’ 
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has transferred to the next Sdtra; specially as the next Sütra already con- 
tains the word ‘* Vipratipatts,’ which signifies the (absence of ) contradiction, it 
would be useless to add the aforesaid clause to it, while, on the other hand, 
in the present Sütra, it 18 absolutely necessary to deny the contradzcticn 
which has been urged in the Pirvapaksha Even if the clause had some use 
inthe next Sira, we could take it with both Sutras by means of transference, 
just as the single eye of the crow is transferred from one socket to the other 

(The Siirais thus explained) Inasmuch as we do not find any visible 
cause for such actions as the rinsing of the mouth and the lke, we cannot 
hold them to be in any way contradictory to the order of actions laid down 
in the Veda When we find a certain Smrti text to be debarred by 1ts con- 
tradiction of the Veda, from all chance of having any basis in this latte: ,— 
and then, 1f we could find out some other visible cause (as Greed, &c ,) 
which could be pomted out as possibly beg the origin of the particular 
text,—then, ın that case, a very slight effort (of argumentation) would 
lead us to ascertain its absolute unauthoritativeness. But ın a case where no 
such visible cause 18 pei ceptible (or even assumable), we cannot but admit 
that, inasmuch as it is not found to havets origin ın any such cause (as 
Greed, &c ), the Smrti text cannot but have 1ts basis ın the Veda 

In the case of the Smrt: texts laymg down such actions as the rinsing 
of the mouth, &c, we cannot attribute them to any such cause as Desire 
Cieed, Anger, Aversion, Shame, &, the possibility of which would have 
barred all their chance of having their origin in the Veda. Thus then, not 
tuding the origin of the Smrt: text anywhere else, we admit of its origin 
lying in the Veda, and as such even 1f ıt is found to contradict any parti- 
cular Vedic text, 1t does not, on that account, lose allits authority. As 
for the Lamit, the Order and the Tıme that have been specified for each 
sacrifice, by particular Vedic texts, masmuch as these are the qualifica- 
tions of the Action, they are unable to set aside the authority of the Smrt 
texts, which lay down the Actions themselves, which are stronger than the 
former Limit, &c¢ , which should have been the stronger, on account of their 
being mentioned m Vedic texts (if they were not the qualtfications of 
Actions, and as such of lesser 1mportance than the Actions themselves). 

It may be argued that— masmuch as it is the comparative strength 
of the Veda and the Smrti, considered solely as the means of knowledge, 
that is considered beforehand, ıt would seem that the conclusion arrived 
at by this consideration has a decided preference over that arrived at by the 
subsequent consideration of the comparative authomtatrveness of their 
subject-matter. (That is to say, when ıt has been concluded beforehand 
that the Veda has an authority greater than that of the Smrti, we must not 
give up this conclusion even if the Veda text be found to deal with quali- 
fications, and the Smrti, with Actions).” 
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In reply to this we add—There is no inherent contradiction between 
the Veda and the Smrt, taken by themselves; nor is their strength com- 
pared with regard to themselves solely as two means of knowledge, all 
these considerations, as well as all the contradiction that there may be, 18 
only with regard to the matter that they may severally deal with. That 
is to say, 1b is only when we find the matter dealt with by them, to be contra- 
dictory to each other, that we conclude that there is a contradiction between 
the two means of knowledge themselves, Therefore, as a matter of fact, the 
comparative authoritativeness of their subject-matter 1s ascertámed at 
the very moment that they are found to be contradictory to each other 
And (when considering this comparative autho.itativeness of their subject- 
matter), when we have once definitely ascertained the fact of the qualifica- 
tions of Actions being of lesser importance than the Actions themselves,— 
even 1f these qualifications happen to be supported by Vedic texts (as in the 
case in question),-—they do not regain their authority (in preference to that 
of the Actions) , and conversely, when we have once ascertained the fact 
of the Actions being of greater umportance than the qualifications even if 
these actions happen to be based upon the weaker anthority of the Smriz, 
they do not lose their authority (an preference to that of the qualifications). 
Because ıt 18 only that which is absolutely and always without any autho- 
rity, that can be totally set aside, in all other cases, authontativeness and 
unauthoritativeness are always correlative 

Thus then, when the authority of a certain Smri: text has been ascer- 
tained on the ground of the superior authority of its subject-matter, this 
authority cannot be set aside by any considerations of the comparative 
authoritativeness of the Smrtz: and the Veda, considered by themselves, 
as two means of knowledge, independently of their subject-matter But, 
on the other hand, though the subject-matter of the Vedic text be found 
to be of lesser authority, yet that does not totally set aside the authority 
of the Vedic text itself, because the Smriz losing all its strength in 
imparting a greater importance to its subject-matter, it can never be able 
to reject the text as well, specially as in opposition to the Vedic text, 
it ıs enough concession to the Smriz that it is not itself completely reject- 
ed; and as for the setting aside of any Vedic text, the greatest of Smrtts 
can never do that 

As a matter of fact, however, two Actions can be said to contradict 
each other only when they are based upon equal authorities, and are laid 
down as to be performed at one and the same time; in the case ım question, 
however, we find none of these two conditions of contiadiction ; and hence 
we conclude that there 1s no real contradiction Because the considerations 
of Time, Limit and Order always come at the end of all the Actions (the 
Primary as well as the Secondary), while the Actions, even thongh based 
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upon a lesser authority, have thei: turn long before them Because 1t is only 
when the Actions have been performed that we stop to consider the Order in 
which they are performed , and the Order that has been directly perceived 
with regard to the Actions that have already appeared,—by what could this 
ascertained Orde: be set aside ? Specially as being the qualification of the 
Actions, and ag such appeaiing after these, the Oider ıs held to be of 
secondary impoitance in the performance of the Actions. 

As for the Limit, that has been defintely laid down with regard to 
the Vedic Actions, ıt ıs never found to be laid down directly by any 
Vedic text, ıt 18 only induectly implied by the necessity of not for- 
getting any the smallest action that forms part of the sacrifice, and 
as this Limit is always perceptible by itself, it ıs always accepted as 
subsequently including the Actions that may have been performed (during 
the sacrifice: ın accordance with the Smrtz texts (and as such the perform- 
ance of these latter need not necessarily be a contradiction of the order 
of the Vedic Action) That ıs to say, the Linnt of an Action is not defined 
by any means of knowledge, hence we could accept the unflinching autho- 
rity of the declaration of a certain Limit, only if 16 was found that, apart 
fiom this declaration of the Limit, there were no other means of avoiding the 
missing of any Actions during the performance of the sacrifice. But even 
when such 18 actually found to be the case, 1t often happens that at certain 
sacrifices, even before we have come to the end of the Limit directly laid down 
by the Vedic Injunction, we admit the more extensive hmıts of Actions 
that are pomted out (as subsidiaes to the main Action) by the various 
means of Direct Assertion, Implication, Context d&c., and when we admit 
the hmits laid down by these latter, there 1s no reason why those pointed 
out by Smrti texts and well-established usage should not be equally accep- 
ted. (And the admission of the Actions laid down ım the Sinrtis being 
quite in keeping with the character of the Vedic sacrifices, these Smrits 
cannot be said to be im any way contradictory to the limits laid down for 
the Vedic Actions). 

Time too 18 only a sceondary element in the performance of sacrifices ; 
and as such comes to be considered only at the end of all the Actions , con- 
sequently, the limitations of Time that are laid down will always include that 
taken up by the performance of the Actions laid down in the Smrt. texts 
as well. Because the Time that 1s laid down 1s that with regard to the per- 
formance of the main Action, together with all tis subsidiaries —whether 
these be laid down in the Veda or in the mri, and because it is with 
reference to such Principal Actions as have many subsidiaries, that rt has 
been laid down, that it is not proper to separate them from (any of) their 
subsidiaries. 

For these r asons, we conclade that inasmuch as the time that is 
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specified ıs with reference to the finishing of all the Actions—from what- 
ever source their injunction may have emanated in connection with the 
main Action,—it cannot be said to be contradicted by the peıformance of 
any of the subsidiary Actions therein included , and ıt is this 2on-perception 
of any contradiction of these—Oirder, Time and Limit—that is meant by the 
clause “ téshvadarganddvirodhasya” , or this clause may be explained as 
1eferring to the non-perception of any contradiction in the performance of 
these,—Itinsing of the mouth &c 

Then again, such purificatory actions as the Rinsing of the mouth, as also 
the weasing of the sacred thread, are not independent Actions by themselves ; 
they are only subsidiary actions meant to help ın the proper accomplish- 
ment of the mam Action, and as such, thei: performance cannot be taken 
as an interference in the Principal Action That which can interfere in 
the couise of one Action must always be an independent Action which is 
equal in authority to the former Action, and is not in any way subsidiary 
toit, and there can be no inte1ference by an Action that ıs of a subsidiary 
character, and always serves to bring about the proper accomplishment 
of the mam Actions For instance, after having prepared the bundle of 
the Kuça grass, the Action that 1s laid down in the Vedas as to be performed 
next ıs the preparation of the Sacivfical Altar ; but if, afte. the former action 
has been finished, the priest happens to sneeze, and he performs the con- 
sequent rinsing of the mouth, he is said to be engaged in the preparing of the 
Altar , and the reason 1s that if he prepared the Altar, without rinsing the 
mouth after sneezing, there would be a certam impurity in it, and 1ts pre- 
paration would not be properly accomplished , and as the rinsing of the 
mouth would only serve to remove this impurity and to make the Altar per- 
fect, it could not be said to have inte: fered with the preparing of the Altar 
(and thus the Order of the Vedic Actions) Itis with a view to this that the 
Bhashya has said—such Actions as the amsing, $c, do not become the interfer- 
ang agents ın the performance of the Vedic Action For, if this assertion 
were made without the acceptance of the fact of these Actions bemg 
subsidiary to the Main Actién, ıt would evmece a sad lack of philosophic 
msight. 

Thus then, such actions as the Rinsing of the Mouth & being found 
to be forming parts of the main Action itself, they cannot be said to be 
contradictory to the texts that lay down the Order, Limıt and Time of the 
performance,—all these coming to be considered only after the Action 
with all its subsidiaries has been duly accomplished. 


ao 
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[The above is an exposition of the Adhikarana, in accordance with the inter- 
pretation of the Bhashya. And as this 18 not in keeping with the 
Author's own view of the last two Adhkaranas, he proceeds to take the 
three foregoing Sdtras m a different sense | 


It ıs not quite correct to cite the wearing of the sacred thread as an 
action contrary to the Vedic Sacrifice. Because it 1s directly mentioned 
by the Veda, in connection with the Da)ga-Purnamdsa Sacrifice, that the 
wearing of the thread is a mark of godliness, which lays down its wearing 
as a necessary accompaniment of the sacrifice The wearing of the thread 
has also been laid down as a general rule, in the Katha Rescension (of the 
Yajurceda), where ıt is laid down, not with 1eference to any particular sac- 
rifice, but as a necessary accompaniment of all saciifices, as well as Vedic 
studies; says the text in question: “It was by means of the Prasrta 
Sacrifice that the gods subdued the Asuras, and 1t was because the Asuras 
did not ‘employ the Prasrta Sacrifice that they were subdued by the gods, 
a Prasria sacrifice is that which ıs performed by a sacrificer with the 
sacred thread; and an Aprasrta Sacmfice 1s that which 1s done without 
the thread, 1f the Brahmana 1eads with the sacied thiead on, he ıs per- 
forming a sacrifice by that act, therefore one must always wear the sacred 
thread when reading, saciificing, or helping at the sacrifices of others, as 
it is thus that the Prasria character of the saciifice is duly accom- 
plished ”’ 

Similarly with regard to the Injunction of the rinsing of the mouth, we 
meet with the following text, which lays down such mnsing. “ Having his 
sacred thread hanging fiom the left shoulder, on the right side, the sacrificer 
should wash his hands, and thrice rise his mouth, wiping ıt twice, and 
touching, once, his forehead, eyes, ears, and breast, as by that, the Atharvan- 
grasās, the Brahmanas, the Itihāsas, the Puranas, the Kalpas, the Gathas, 
and the Nd»dgansis, all become delighted ın him, he should then spread the 
grass, put his hands between the knees, and then sitting down with his 
face to the Hast, he should begin to read the Veda.” And though this 
passage occurs in connection with the Brahmayayna (the daily duties of 
the Brahmana), yet ıt distinctly poiuts ont the necessity of the rinsing of 
the mouth whenever the Veda has to be recited, and as such it comes to 
be recognised as a necessary accompaniment of all Vedic utterance , and 
as all sacrifices are accompanied by the recitation of Vedic mantras, we 
conclude the rinsing to be a necessary accompaniment of the sacrifice itself 
Secondly the Vedic text, that “the mouth does not become impure by 
the tasting of the Soma,” prohibiting the rinsing of the mouth after one 
has drunk the Soma, distinctly pots out the necessity of the rinsing at all 
other times (whenever any impurity attaches to the mouth). 
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As for the Smriz Injunction that ‘one should perform all actions by 
the nght hand alone,’ it ıs an accepted general rule that it ıs the right 
hand alone that is to be always used at the sacrifices, except in the few 
cases where it 1s distinctly laid down that the left hand 1s to be used, and 
in which the night hand 1s not used at all, and there is no doubt as to the 
use of the right hand in all other cases And we meet with the passage— 
“ As the 11ght hand, so is also the sacrifice to the gods ”—which occurs in cona 
nection with the Injunction that the sacrificial altar 1s to be made sloping 
either to the Hast or to the North, and the said simile could be possible 
only if the using of the right hand were as necessary for the correct per- 
formance of the sacrifices, as the fact of the sacrifices themselves being 
offered to the gods. 

And thus we find that none of the three Smriz texts, cited by the text, 
should have been brought forward as contradicting Vedic Injunctions 

For these reasons, we conclude that the presentis not to be taken as a 
distinct Adhikarana, and that the three Sétras may be interpreted as bring- 
ing forward and refuting certain objections agaist the preceding Adhi- 
karanas 


The Fifth Siira may be interpreted as follows: “That which does 
“not contradict any Vedic Injunction, and which is not unpleasing to good 
“men, such a declaration of the Buddha, &c.—as for instance, the myjunc- 
“ tions of the founding of resting places and public gardens, of dispassion, 
“meditation, practice, non-slaughte:, truthfulness, charity, aud the hke— 
“can be accepted as authoritative, without any fear of contradicting the 
“ Veda ” 

If thıs be urged by the opponent, then—we deny this, because of the 
number of authoritative Scruptures being limited. (Sutra 6) 

That ıs to say, the number of authorntative Scriptures has been hmited 
to the ‘fourteen or eighteen’ sciences, which alone are acknowledged by all 
good men to have any authority with regard to Dharma ; and these fourteen 
sciences include the Vedas with its Angas and Upangas, the eighteen 
Dharmasamhitas and Puranas, the Cikshd, and the Dandaniit. And we 
do not find the works of Buddha and others included among these. 
And even if we find in them certain facts in keeping with the said Scrip- 
tures, yet, as this might be only a pretence for doing something else (delud- 
ing people into Atheistic paths), we cannot accept if as having any bind- 
ing authority with regard to Dharma Justas 1f a Pandit, when presenting 
the method of performing a certain expiatory rite as laid down by Manu, 
were to quote corroborative verses either composed by himself or by others, 
then (even though the subject-matter would be all right, in keeping with 
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the laws of Manu, yet, no person with any true regaid for Dharma, would 
go to him for the prescription. 

And ıt ıs a fact ascertaimed once for all, that ın matters relating to 
Dharma, we accept as authoritative, the assertions only of those persons 
whose names, which as words are eternal, are mentioned in the Vedas as 
of the propounders of Dhaima,—persons who are found to be expounding 
the Dharma, ın each succeeding Manvantaric cycle. As for instance, we 
find the passage in the Veda that, “the RA verses of which Manu 1s the 
Rshi are the Sanudhéu,” and in continuation of this, it is declared 
‘whatever Manu said was the very medicine of medicines,” and what 1s 
meant by this is that the expiatory 11tes that Manu laid down are as 
effective in destroying sin, as medicine 1s ın removing the disease 

Nor can the mention of the name of Manu in the Veda be said to be 
a mere similarity of sound (and not as the mention of the name of any 
person) [as has been held under Sūtra I—i—81], because it 18 quite pos- 
sible for a name to be mentioned in the Veda, even though ıt is eternal, 
because just as ın each sacuifice there ıs a priest (who 1s mentioned by 
name in the Veda), so also m each Manvantaia there 13a Manu, as ıt 18 
declared by Manu himself that ın each Manantara, there is a different 
Smrit And we know as a matter ot fact, that there have been fourteen 
Manus, im all the cycles, that have gone by, Thus then there 1s every 
possibility of there bemg a compilation by Manu in each cycle And as 
such the continuous succession of Manus being unbroken (and as such as 
good as eternal), there ıs nothing incongruous in the person bemg men- 
tioned by name in the eternal Veda, which, in speaking of his declarations, 
does not necessarily become non-eteinal, just as im each sacrifice there 
being sixteen priests (and this has always been the case, since time ım- 
memorial), the Veda does not become non-eteinal, by laying down the du- 
ties of these priests To this effect, ıt has been said—yjust asin each suc- 
ceeding season, we fud the marks ot the same season ın the past appear- 
ing, so 10 the same manner, the entities that have existed in one cycle, are 
found to appear in another cycle Thus ıt 1s that though the Itzhdsas and 
the Purdénas are known to be composed by human authors, yet we find 
them mentioned, as sciences, in the Veda, which 1s itself without begin- 
ning. As we iead in the (Chandogya) Upanishad (Narada saying to 
Sanatkumara). “Su, Ishall study the Ryveda, the Yajurveda, the Sama- 
veda, aud the fourth Atha vareda, and also the fifth, Itrhäsas and Puranas” 

Thus then, we conclude that in matters relating to Dharma, we 
accept as authoritative, the declarations of only such persons as are men- 
tioned in the Vedic mantras and Arthavadas, as being the authors of the 
propounded sciences, such authors being mentioned by names which re- 
mam fiacd. mong all the endless changes of cycles and Mantantaras. 


DIFFERENT INTERPRETATION OF THE THREE S@éras. 151 


(And in this we have the indirect support of the Veda also ; as for instance) 
we find in the Veda, that after having laid down the expiatory rites to be 
performed, on the failure of such sacrificial accessories as are laid down in 
the Rgveda, it is added: ‘If there be a failure of something that is un- 
known,’ —and then another rite is laid down; and this latter ‘failure’ must 
be taken as that of something that has been laid down, as necessary, in the 
works of these Vedic authors; because all that is laid down in the Veda, is 
known directly from the Veda itself, and as such, could not have been 
spoken of as “ unknown;” and if we did not accept the authoritativeness 
of such Smrti works as are said tobe based upon the Veda, but whose ori- 
ginal Vedic texts have not been found,—then nothing that is of unknown 
authority could be possibly done at any sacrifice (as it is only that which 
is known as duly authorised that is performed at sacrifices); and then 
there could have been no use of laying down an expiatory rite for the failure 
of the “ unknown.” 

From these considerations, we conclude that Dharma brings about its 
due results, only when it is understood with the help of those scriptures 
that are recognised to be not incapable of having their basis in the Veda. 
On the other hand, just as we do not admit that knowledge of Dharma 
to be true, which is obtained from an improper study of the Veda, 
or as learnt merely from the written book (without the help of a qualified 
teacher), or as learnt by the Cadra,—so in the same manner, in the case of 
such Authors as are known to have a conduct against the teachings of the 
Veda, even when some of their declarations are fonnd to be in keeping 
with the teachings of the Veda, we do not accept them as the valid means 
of knowing Dharma. And we also find it distinctly mentioned in the 
Purinas that during the Iron Age Cakya and others would disorganise 
the whole fabric of Dharma. Under the circumstances how can we listen 
to anything that they may have to say? And just as the powdered 
alum sprinkled on melting gold, disappears in the gold, so even the few 
Vedic truths that we find in their works are so mixed up with the rest, 
that they lose themselves in these, and so become equally unacceptable to 
us. That is to say, the few Vedic truths that are in them are found in 
the very midst of such misrepresentations of Dharma, as are based by 
them upon such arguments as—‘ the Analogy based upon Similarity of 
Actions’ (i.e., as the sacrifice canses pain to the animal, it must result in 
pain to the sacrificer), ‘ Inference from generals,’ (i.e., the Vedic slaughter 
is as sinful as ordinary slaughter), and ‘Apparent Inconsistency,’ (ie, as 
pain is the only result of sin, the experiencing of much pain destroys a 
large amount of sin) ; and as such they are as milk putin the skin of the 
dog; and hence they are useless and incapable of commanding our confi- 
dence. Consequently, so long as even such truths are found only in the 
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works of the Bauddhas, and not in any of the above-enumerated Vedic 
Sciences, they remain unacceptable to us. And when they come to be 
found in any parts of these Sciences themselves, then, as we get at a full 
knowledge of the truths by means of these very Sciences, the works of 
Cakya and others remain useless for us 

Therefore, we conclude that all that is apart from the Vedic Sciences 
enumerated above, we do not accept as having any authority in matters 
relating to Dharma, and as such, they are to be totally rejected. 


Then, we Have the Seventh Sutra, which means that, those actions with 
regard to which we cannot find any perceptible cause, and are yet found to be 
performed, must be recognised as Dharma And this Sütra ıs to be taken as 
forming an Adiikarana by itself, treating of the authoritative character of 
the practice of good men, of which we are going to cite a few instances, 
which will be shown to be the means of the accomplishment of the three 
ends of man (ie, all except Final Deliverance). 

Among good men also, we find some behaving contrary to the Law, 
just like the Doctors leading unhealthy lives, and as such their practice 
fails to command our full confidence, and yet the fact of the act being 
done by a wise man would point to the fact ofits being in accordance with 
a ceitain Vedic text; and thus, there being a doubt with regard to the 
authoritative character of such practice, the Pi:vapaksht would bring 
forward, against ıt, all the arguments urged by him under the first Sütra 
of this Pada, or, ın some cases, those under the third Sütra. 


The Pirvapaksha 


“t Eyen in the practice of good men, we often find a transgression of 
“ Dharma, and also certain extremely bold excessess as ın the cases of Pra- 
“japati, Indra, Vacishtha, Vi¢gvamitra, Yudhishthira, Krshna Dvanpaya- 
“na, Bhishma, Dhrtarashtra, Vasudéva, Arjuna and others, as also of 
“many good men of otr own days 

“For imstance, (1) we find Prajāpatı fallıng ın an incestuous love 
“with his own daughter, Ushi, (2) Indra, as also Nahusha in his place, 
“is said to have committed adultery, (3) Vagizhtha, when stricken down 
“‘with grief on the death of his hundred sons, is said to have contemplated 
“a terrible excess, ın the shape of suicide, (4) Vicvaémitra helped a Can- 
“dala (Trshanku) to perform a sacrifice, (5) Puriiravas thought of com- 
““mittang suicide, when Urvaci left him; (6) Krshna Dvaipayana, who 
“was under the vow of hfelong celibacy, brought forth children from the 
“wives of his younge: brother, Vicitravirya, (Y) Bhishma led a hfe con- 
“trary to all caste-regulations, and did an wregularity ın performing sacri- 
“fices, even though he was unmanned, (8) Dhrtarishtra, though blind 
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“ (and as such not entitled to the performance of any sacnfice), performed 
“many sacrifices, and that too with the wealth amassed by ms brother 
“ Pāndu (to which he had no rightful claim); (9) Yudinshthira marııed a 
“wife that had been won by his younger brother: (Arjana), and told a 
“base he with the sole motive of causing the death of his own Brah- 
“‘mana-Preceptor, (10) Vasudéva and Arjuna are said to have been drunk 
“tO EXCESS. 

“ Among the people of modern days we find the Brahmana women of 
“the countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura to be addicted to drinking; the 
‘‘ people of the North carry on the business of giving, and accepting in gift, 
“buying and selling, lions, horses, mules, asses, camels and the animals with 
“two rows of teeth, and they are also used to eating in the same dish with 
“their wives, children and friends, the people of the South marty the daugh- 
“ters of their maternal uncles, and partake of food while sitting upon 
‘chairs, while among the people of the North, as well as of the South, there 
“ are many such instances of gross transgression, as the partaking of the 
“ food left by one’s friends or relations, taking of beetles touched by people 
‘ of all castes, the non-washing of the mouth after meals, the wearing of 
“ clothes brought directly from the back of the washerman’s ass, the keeping 
“ ın society of people committing the greatest crimes, with the sole exception 
“of Inlling a Brahmana; and we also find endless mmute transgressions of 
‘the Dharma appertaining to each man’s family or caste. 

“Then again, the practices of the good people of different countries 
“ are mutually contradictory, and many of these practices have their origin 
‘in such visible causes as those of greed and the lıke And certamly 
“ people can have no confidence m such diverse practices, as having any 
“ authority relating to Dharma. 

“ And further, you think those people as good whose conduct is good, 
“ and you hold that conduct to be good which consists in the acts of these 
“people; and thus there bemg an inter dependence, none of the two 
“ can be definitely ascertained 

“Tt may be urged that ‘Mann and others have also spoken of the 
“practices of good men as an authority for Dharma ,’ but then, they have 
“also mentioned the agent’s own inner satisfaction as having an autho- 
“ity; and certainly there can be no fixity to this (satisfaction); be- 
“cause, as a matter of fact, we find that different people have differ- 
“ ent causes for inner satisfaction, on account of the diversities in their 
“ habits and dispositions,—some people being satisfied by the performance 
“of good deeds, some by that of bad ones, while others, by that of such 
“ Actions as are neither good nor bad. Asan instance of people feeling sat- 
‘‘isfied in the doing of evil, we have Çākya, the Buddha, who was quite 
“pleased with bi mself at finding faults and arguments against the Veda and 
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“the Bodhmanas And again, we find that the Brāhmanas are satisfied by 
“the performance of sacrifices at which animals are slaughtered, while 
“ the very same actions give pain to the Bauddhas, who have a great aversion 
“to them Similarly too, certain BrGhmanas are quite satisfied at eating 
“ the food given by the Cudra, the people of the South are happy when they 
“ wet a chance of mar1ying the daughter of their maternal uncle, while other 
“ peopleare ave: se to such acts, conside1ing them to be most sinful 

“ And just as the fact of the agent’s satisfaction being a highly fickle 
“ standard leads us to put a different interpretation to Manu’s declaration of 
‘ such satisfaction being an authority for Dharma,—so, ın the same manner, 
“ weregard the declaration of the authoritativeness of the practice of good 
“ men as to be interpreted ın some such different manner And again, the 
“anthors of the Smriis (Manu and others), ın laying down the authori- 
“tative character of the Practice of good men, without having founda 
“ basis for these ın the Veda, do not show themselves to a very great advan- 
“tage, hence the declarations of such authoritative character must be 
‘held to have some other meaning 

“Then again, all good men, to become good, should frame their con- 
“duct according to the injunctions of the Smriis, otherwise, by acting 
“ by themselves, independently of these, they would become decidedly bad, 
“andnot good Because, for the practices of good people we find no basis 
“in the Veda, butif there were any such authority in the Veda, such prac- 
tices would have been laid down in the Sinriis (and notleft to rest upon 
“the sole authority of the conduct of good men.) And thus, there bemg 
“no basis for the practices of good men, these are to be rejected (as having 
“no authority in matters relating to Dharma).” 


The Siddhanta. 


To the above we make the following reply: But as we do not find any 
causes, these, as actually wn practice, should be accepted ( Sutra 7). 

That ıs to say, when we find that certain actions are performed 
by good men, and we cannot attmbute them to any such perceptible 
motives as Greed and the lıke, they should be accepted as Dharma. Such 
actions as are performed either for the mamtenance of the body, or for 
one’s mere pleasure, or for some material gain,—are not considered, by 
good people, as ‘Dharma.’ I$ ıs only those actions, that are held by the 
good people to be Dharma, and are performed as such, that are accepted 
as Dharma, because the persons that perform these are the same as those 
that perform the sacrifices enjomed im the Veda 

To the latter class belong the following actions: Charities, Japa, 
Homa, the offering of the oblations to the Fathers, such celebrations as 
those of the Cakradhvaja and other such lke festivities in connection 
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with various temples, the keeping of the married girls upon certain 
strict observances during the four days after marriage, [luminations, 
the giving away, on the first day of the month, of sweetcakes and 
other uncooked foods, the various festivities held on the 7th and the last 
days of Magha and the fiist day of Phalguna, as also those held in honour 
of the advent of spring-time , and the authority for all this cannot he any- 
where else except ın the Sciiptures And the Authors of the Smrizs—in 
declaring the authoritative character of ‘the practices of good men’ and ‘ the 
usages of particular countries and castes, in keeping with Scripural teach- 
ings, —admut of the general authoritative character of such of these as are 
not contrary to the teachings of the Veda (And the aforesaid festivities 
have the support of the Smrtis and the Vedas) ; inasmuch as in the 
chapter on ‘Holidays,’ 1s fonnd (an the Smt) the followmg—* Festivi- 
ties should be held after bieakfast ,” and this serves as the authority for 
all festivities ın any town or country. In the Veda too, we have the pas- 
sage ın connection with the Mahivata—“ The Hoir priest gets upon the 
swing and sings;” and in continuation of this, we read— when peop) 
are holding a feast, they get upon the swing,” and this mention of the 
“feast” serves as an authority for the aforesaid festivities. 

It has been urged above that, masmuch as Dharma and Adharma arc 
treated of, with any degree of authority, only by the fourteen Sciences enu- 
merated above, the Practicesof good men not being included in these, it 
cannot be admitted to have any authority. But this objection has already 
been set aside by the fact of the possibility of the ference of Vedic texts 
in support of the said practices. 

Nor can it be held that the asssertion of the Smrti that—“ the prac- 
tices of good men have an authority in connection with Dharma ~~is 
without any foundation in the Veda; because when we find pretty lengthy 
declarations of the Smrtis to be supported by the Veda, by the very 
shghest 1eferences to them, it 1s no wonder that we cannot lay our hands 
upon the Vedic texts (though they really exist) corroborative of such brief 
assertions as the one declaring the authoritative character of the said Prac- 
tices And ıb 13 quite possible for us to infer Vedic texts exactly like those 
in the Smrtis And theinference may be in this form: The Scmptural 
text, that declares the otherwise unknown results of actions performed by 
good men, has also its use (ın the pointing out of the authoritative charac- 
ter of such actions),—exactly as the milking of the cow, &c. We do not hold 
that alone to be authorised by the scriptures, which is described therein in 
its detailed form, specially as all authorities take up only one of the 
many phases of the object they treat of ; hence though the external forms 
of the Practices are cognised by Sense-perception, exactly like the prepar- 
ing of the curd, the milking of the cow and the like, yet the fact of their 
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bringing about particular results (in the shape of Heaven, &c.) cannot be 
got at by any other means save the scriptures For the matter of that, 
even in the case of saciifices, a perception of their external forms does not 
stand in need of any Sciipural authority tis only the fact of their lead- 
ing to certain definite 1esults that, being not perceptible by the senses, 
stands ın need of such authority 

Nor can there be any inter-dependence (as ui ged in the Pirvapaksha) , 
because ıt 13 not always necessary that the good men, in all that 
they do, should always 1ecall the scriptural authority for thei actions , 
the fact ıs that from times immemorial we have always found the prac- 
tices of good men to be in keepmg with the scriptures , and hence 
people coming to recognise the authoritative character of such practices 
(and not always taking the trouble, to seek the further authority of the 
sciiptures), take up these practices as the basis, and from that they 
deduce certain actions as leading to Heaven, &c , and as such they lose 
sight of the fact of such actions bemg only occasional, and gradually 
come to recognise them as necessaiy The “good men” whose practices 
are meant here are only those that inhabit the country called “ Arydvarta” 
(the tract bounded by the Ocean on the Hast and the West, the Himalaya 
on the North, and the Vindhya on the South), and this hmt, we may 
infer to be based upon Vedic passages, that speak of the ‘disappearance 
of the Sarasvati’ and the ‘ diippings from the Plaksha tree’ (the former 
expression really 1eferring to the place where the ‘ Sd:asvata Satia’ was 
commenced, and the latter where 1t was completed, but capable of being 
taken as mmplying the tact round Kurukséhtra, in the planes of which the 
Sarasvati river 1s said to have disappeared) 

The following objection may be brought forward “The goodness of 
“a man depending upon the fact of his acting ın accordance with the 
“teachings of the scriptures, the mention of his practices, in the scrip- 
“ tures, as good, would involve a mutual inter-dependence ” 

But these people are called ‘good,’ not because of their good con- 
duct, but, simply because they are always found to be acting m accord- 
ance with scriptural mjunctions People come to be recognised as ‘ good,’ 
by always acting ın accordance with the diuect teachings of the Veda, 
and when they have thus acquued the title of ‘good,’ even if they hap- 
pen to do something else, in accordance with a fixed tradition, (even 
though the direct Vedic texts on the pomt may not be available), such 
actions are believed to be the means of attaining to Heaven, and to have 
the character of Dharma And as for the ‘ mutual inter-dependence’ 
urged above, even in the case of the Veda, we read “If one who 18 
learned in the Veda, learned in the sciences, eloquent, fully knowing the 
Veda, should 1ead, &&, &c.,” where we find the “knowers of the Veda” 


PRACTICES OF GOOD MEN AUTHORITATIVE. IR? 


mentioned in the Veda; but inasmuch as there is an eternal relationship 
between the Veda and the words it uses and the subject-matter it deals 
with,—and as such the precedence of one or the other is as impossible to 
be ascertained as in the case of the mutual relationship between Day and 
Night,—such mutual inter-dependence is not held to be faulty. And as 
for the Smrti texts, laying down the actions already supported by the 
practice of good men (they cannot be said to be useless on the ground 
of all necessary anthority for such actions being found in the said prac- 
tices as supported by direct or assumed Vedic texts) ; because it may be 
held that having come across the particular practice, or even the Vedic 
text in support of it, the mrii may have expressed its own acquiescence 
in it. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as we find such practices 
based upon perceptible motives of greed, é&c., they cannot have any basis 
in the Veda. But such perceptible motives being also found in the case 
of the Actions laid down directly in the Veda,—this fact alone cannot 
justify us in rejecting the fact of the practices having a basis in the Veda. 
That is to say, we find the injunctions of many actions in which there 
is always some touch of a perceptible motive ; and hence the presence of 
such motives in the practices of good men cannot debar them from having 
a basis in the Veda. 

However, there are certain actions, which are also common among the 
Mlecchas, for the performance of which there is no fixed rule or time— 
such things as are the means of physical pleasures; ag for instance, 
agriculture, commerce, foods and drinks, soft bedg, comfortable houses, 
pleasure-gardens, painting, singing, dancing, perfumes, and the like; but 
nobody ever thinks of these as Dharma; and-hence the nature of these 
cannot rightly lead us to reject the authority of all practices of good men 
(that have any visible causes) ; nor can the fact of some such actions being 
accepted as Dharma establish the Dharmic character of all of them. 
Even among people who are similar to the Mlecchas, we find the preva- 
lence of such actions as the worshiping of the gods and Bréhmarnas; and 
certainly we accept these to be Dharma, because they also appear in the 
practice of good men. Among ordinary people, certain practicea are 
distinctly specified as good, while there are other actions, which are coni- 
mon to all living beings (such as those of eating and the like, which help 
to keep the body}, and which, as such, are performed by the good men 
also. But among all practices, those alone that are current among 
the good people only are called Dharma, and not all the Aetions 
that are common to all living beings (and as such among the good 
also). 

From this it also follows that in the case of men, whose minds hare 
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been fully impressed with the idea that only such Actions as are lad 
down in the Veda are Dharma, their inner satisfaction ıs an authority 
in distinguishing Dharma. And it is not possible for such people, as 
have their minds purified by a fill of knowledge of the Veda and its 
meaning, and whose intention always functions ın accordance with 
the path of duty laid down in the Veda,—to have any ideas contrary to 
the Veda, and with a view to this, ıt has been said— whatever the 
man learned in the Veda utters, it becomes Vedic ”—i e , having its source 
in the impressions left by the Veda, ıt becomes as authoritative as the 
Veda itself Just asin the case of salt mines, and in that of Meru the 
land of bright gold, whatever is produced ın them, becomes salt and gold 
(respectively),—so also in the case of the imner satisfaction of one who 
knows the Veda (which imparts Vedic authority to all that it touches). 
This idea has also been expressed by many learned people, and has been 
also poetically put thus ‘‘ Whenever any doubtful point presents itself 
to good men, they are helped by their own minds, which always help them 
to come to the correct conclusion’ (Çakuntalā, Act I) And asa matter 
of fact, for those whose minds are pervaded by the ideas imbibed from a 
long continued study of the Veda, ıt 1s not possible to have an mner satıs- 
faction, ın anythıng else save the domg of that which is Dharma; and 
hence that Action, which when performed gives them inward satisfaction, 
is accepted as Dharma. 

Or, we may accept the fact of the mner satisfaction of good men 
being a means of knowimg Dharma, on mere verbal testimony (of Manu 
and others); and just as, even though many persons may perform any 
single pious act, yet a contemplation of these persons brings about excel- 
lent results to ordinary people (as ıt is laid down that whenever an evil 
thought enters one’s mind he should think of a pious person),—in the 
same manner, even though many actions may be connected with the inner 
satisfaction of the good man, yet they are accepted as being conducive 
to excellent results And we may employ the same reasoning to the case 
of the practices of good men (which are laid down as authoritative, in the 
text “the practices of good men also, &c, &c”) Just as (1) im the case 
of one who has been favoured by some deities with a boon to the effect 
that anything he would utter would counteract the most virulent poison, 
when he utters some such thing, and it is found to effect a cure, people 
cherish that utterance of his, to serve them in curing simular cases of 
poisoning (in this case the mere fact of the Words being uttered 
by the favoured person, imparts to them the potency),—(2) in the 
science of snakes, 1t'is laid down that whatever herb the mongoose hap- 
pens to hold by its teeth, ıt becomes a potent cure for all poisons—(in this 
case the mere touch of the animal’s teeth imparts the potency to the 
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herb), —(3) whatever place a pious man happens to inhabit, that place 
(by bis mere contact) attains a sanctity that purifies all other people 
coming to it,—exactly in the same manner, the practices and the inner satis- 
faction of such people as have their minds saturated with Dharma, them- 
selves become the means of Dharma; and as such they are to be accepted, 
by people seeking after a knowledge of Dharma, as laid down in the 
Veda itself. 

The Pirvapaksha has brought forward certain specific instances ot 
the admittedly evil doings of eminently recognised good men: for instance, 
that Prajapati made advances to his own daughter, that Indra had an inter- 
course with Ahalyā; and so forth; and from these instances of gross 
transgressions of the Law by recognised good men, it has come to thie 
conclusion that the mere practice of good men cannot be accepted as an 
authority for Dharma. 

In the first place, the passages (in the Puranas and Vedas) that are in- 
terpreted on these lines, may be only a fortuitous coincidence of words an. 
expressions (the texts never having actually meant what they seem to mean 
now); or, secondly, the prohibition of such actions may be held to pertain t 
men only, and not to superhuman beings; or, thirdly, the actions may lb 
justified on the ground of the persons concerned being very powerful an 
super-human beings, and as such not subject to the same limitations (t 
conduct) as the weaklier human beings; or, fourthly, we can explain thi 
said texts in such a way as to deprive them of all repulsive significations 

E.g. (1) The word “ Prajapati” means ‘ one who protects all creatures , 
as such it can be taken aS a name of the Sun; and it is an ordinar) 
fact that towards morning the sun reaches the early Dawn, (‘ Usha’); an 
as the early Dawn is brought about by the approach of the Sun, it is call: 
his “daughter ;” and it is the fact of the Sun letting his rays fall iu (: 
on) the Dawn that has been figuratively spoken of as the intercourse of 
man with a woman. 

(2) The word “ Indra”—proceeding from the root ‘ Idi’ which sig: 
fies great glory—would signify one possessed of a resplendent glory; a 
as such it is taken as another name of the Sun; and he is the ‘jara’—/. 
groyer (jarati-naigayati)—of ‘ Ahalya@’—(ahani liyaté) that which disaj“ 
during the day, i.e., Night; as it is only when the Sun rises that the dai 
ness of night is destroyed; and it is in this sense that we should take t 
sentence— Indro’ halyaya jarah,”—which cannot be taken in its ordiu: 
sense, of an illicit connection with a woman. 

(3) As for Nahusha, it is true that when he reached the position 
Indra, he made advances towards Çaci, Indra’s wife; but through t 
unlawful act. he fell from his place and was born as a big snake ; and! 
Lavly shows that it was a sinful act that he had done; and as for Cac: 
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she proved very constant in her devotion to her own husband, her greatness 
and effulgence become enhanced to a tremendous extent, which shows that 
such faithfulness ıs an act of Dharma 

(4) In the case of Vacishtha, it 1s clear that his action was due to 
excessive grief, and hence nobody accepts ıt as Dharma It is only that 
Action which the good men know to be Dharma, and perform it as such; 
hat ıs to be accepted as Dharma, while those Actions that, even when 
performed by good men, are clearly found to be due to an undue influence 
of desire, anger, greed, delusion, grief and the hke,—are to be classified 
as ‘Dharma’ or ‘ Adharma,’ according as they happen to be enjoined or 
prohibited in the scriptures (without any consideration for the fact of their 
bemg performed by good men) 

(5) Hence, in the case of Vigvamutra also, as he had reached a very 
high degree of penance, even though he did, in certain cases transgress 
the law under the influence of passion or anger,—yet we can allow such 
transgressions to pass unnoticed, in accordance with the maxim that ‘for 
a strong man everything ıs equally healthy’ (ze, for a pious man all actions 
are equally lawful); or, we may absolve him from all blame, on the ground 
that he would destroy all such sins by means of excessive penances, and 
the performances of proper expiatory rites, which would leave him as pure 
as ever But for people of lesser penances, such transgressions would be 
as irretrievably harmful, as the eatmg of the (poisonous) leaves of the 
Mahavaia for the elephant. 

(6) As for Dvaipayana, he, under his mother’s orders, got children 
from the wife of his brother (related to him through his mother), in 
accordance with the scriptural injunction “A woman without a hus- 
band, 1f desirous of progeny, may, if ordered by her superior, have recourse 
to her husband’s younger brother,” and even if a transgression, it dıs- 
appears in the light of his great penances, prior to, as well as after, the 
committing of the deed If there be another person with an equal degree 
of Brahmic glory, he might do such deeds with impunity 

(7) Rāma and Bhishma, both considering the wife to be only necessary 
in the performance of the sacrifice they had undertaken, did not take to a 
wife—the former on account of his great love for his first wife Sita, and the 
latter because of his great reverence for his father to whom he had pro- 
mised that he would never marry; and as both were free from the debt 
they owed their fathers—the one by his direct offspring, and the other by 
the children of his mother,—there was no impediment to their sacrifices 
being duly accomplished Then again, Rama kept by him, at the sacrifice, 
a golden image of Sité, because for the sake of :epntation (he could not 
have kept Sité m person), and for the sake of showing that he was 
uot oruel to the memory of Sitä (he did not take another wife to hım- 
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self}. And as for Bhishma,—the text of Manu laying down that if 
among many uterine brothers, even one gets children, all the rest 
become endowed with offspring, through these very children,—having 
been freed from the debt he owed his fathers, by the bnth of the 
sons of his brother, Vicitravirya,—he may have taken to a wife for the 
mere fulfilment of the sacrificial conditions, and this we may infer fiom 
the Apparent Inconsistency of such an nregularity m the conduct of 
a blameless person hke Bhishma, who, [ Maha&bh@rata—Anucasana Parva, 
84] when offermg his hbations at Gaya, did not place the offermg ım the 
hands of his father (who had appeared to him in person), m consideration 
of the scriptural texts that lays down the offering of the libations on the 
ground—(one who was so scrupulous in following the scriptural teachings) 
how could he, alone, without a wife, have dared to perform sacrifices ?) 

(8) As for Dhrtarashtra, we find ıt related in the Agcarya Parva 
that, through Vyasa’s favour, he got his sight for looking upon his sons, 
and from this we can infer that through the same agency he was able to 
see when the saciifice was being performed (and hence at that time 
he was not blmd) We are told of the Maharshi bemg capable of 
wonderful curses and blessings, hence, just as we know of Dhrtarashtra 
to have been born blind in accordance with a curse pronounced by Vyasa, 
so we can infer, fiom the apparent inconsistency of a blind person engag- 
ing in sacrifices, that during the performance he got his vision through a 
blessing of Vyasa Or, in the passages that describe Dhrtarashtra as per- 
forming yajnas, the word ‘ Yéjna’ may be taken to mean ‘charity, gifts,’ 
as the root ‘yaje’ 18 equally expressive of sacrafice and gwing And we 
find Charity laid down as leading to results similar to those of sacrifices, 
hence the giving of charities may have been figuratively spoken of as the 
“ performance of sacrifices.” 

(9) The unlawful mtercourse of the five Pandavas with a common 
wife has been very well explained by \yasa himself “ Draupadi appear 
ed, ın the full bloom of youth, out of the sacrificial altar , and as such she 
is Lakshmi (the goddess of wealth) herself, consequently, she does not be- 
come tainted by her mteicouse with many owners °’ To the same effect, 
we have also the following’ “ The Brahmarsl pointed ont her wonder- 
fully beautiful form to besuperhoman , inasmuch as the great-souled beau- 
tiful one (Draupadi) became younger day by day” All this tends to 
show that she was not an ordinary human being; and hence she has been 
«poken of as “ superhuman ” (and as such her actions are not to be judged 
by the ordinary standard of human proprieties) It ıs for the very same 
reason that Krshna himself promised to Karna that Draupadi would go to 
him on the sixth day (after having been with the five Pandavas for five 
tays) If it were not on account of the superhuman character of the 
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woman, how could such an authoritative person as Kyshna hımyelf have 
promised such a transgression 

Another explanation is that there weré five distinct Draupadis; 
but as they were all alike, they have been spoken of as one; this con- 
clusion being led to by the apparent inconsistency of such a transgression 
appearing in the conduct of such blameless characters as Yudhishthua 
and his brothers. 

Or, ıt may be that she was the wife of Arjuna alone (by whom 
she was actually won), and yet she is spoken of as being the wife of 
all of them, simply with a view to show, by a hyperbolical represen- 
tation, that there was not the slightest point of disagreement among 
the five brothers Her superhuman character ıs further pointed out 
by the fact that when being dragged to the assembly of kings, at the 
gambling, though she was not actually m her courses, yet, on the spur 
of the moment, she made herself look exactly as if she were so, simply 
with a view to show the action of Dhrta:ashtra in the worst possible hght 
And her character of Lakshmi, too, 1s fully recognised, only when she is 
considered as the wife of Arjuna alone (who 1s Nara, the counterpart of 
Narayana). Then again, she has been spoken of, as the common wife of all 
the five brothers, simply with a view to show that there was such a close 
tuiendship among them that even such an exclusive possession as the wife 
may be spoken of as belonging to all of them, and as such there was no 
mutual distiust among them, and so much the less chance of any differ- 
ences arising 

Thus then, when all these apparent transgressions are found to be 
capable of various rational explanations, and when, as a matter of fact, all 
good men are actually found to avoid ali that has its source in passion and 
greed, &c, ıb ıs not mght to question the righteousness of the Practice of 
Good Men. 

(10) Thus too, as regards the action of Yudhishthira in telling a lie 
to compass the death of Drona, some authors have laid down that expiatory 
rites can be performed even when the evil is done purposely ; and as the 
rites laid down for the particular transgression, are the performance of an 
-lgwamédha sacrifice, Yudhishthira did perform this saciifice, and thereby 
distmetly showed that what he had déne was sinful; and as such it cannot 
be accepted as the “ Practice of good men. ” 

(11) Then remains the case of Kyslna and Arjuna being drank 
with wine, and having married the daughters of their respective mater- 
nal nucles, both being instances of direct transgressions of the law. But 
it ia only the wme distilled from grains, which 18 called ‘Sura,’ that 
is prohibited for the three higher castes; saya the Smrti: “Sura is the 
impure essence of the grains and it is ew] that is spoken of as impure; 
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hence the Brahmans, the Kshatriya and the Vaicya should never drink 
Sura.” As for the particular wines “ Madhu” (wine distilled from certain 
fruits, as grapes and the like), and the ‘ Sidhu’ (that distilled from molass- 
es), these are not prohibited for the Kshatriya and the Vaicya, as “all 
intoxicating drinks” have been prohibited for the Brahmana alone. 
Though there ıs a passage that declares—“ all the three kinds of wine, the 
Gaudi (that distilled from molasses) Parshthı (that distilled from grains) 
and Madhvi (distilled fiom fruits), bemg the same, they should not be 
drunk by the Brahmavitdis, ”—yet here the word “ Brahmavadt” should be 
taken as denoting the Brahmanas only, as the word literally means 
‘one who is capable of teaching Brahma,’ or ‘ whose duty 161s to teach 
Brahma’, or ‘ whose excellence lies in such teaching’, and asthe root ‘ Vada’ 
18 synonymous with ‘ Bria’ such duties are distinctly iestricted to the 
Bréhmana alone, by such texts as—“ from among the three higher castes, 
the Brahmana alone should teach ” And si has also been pointed out im 
connection with the villificatory Arthavada, that are taken along with the 
prohibition of wines in general, that the Biahmana, deluded under the 
influence of wine, might do many such things as should not be done which 
shows that wine in general is prohibited for the Biihmana only Hence 
we take the passage—“ All the three kinds of wine, &,” to mean that 
just as the one, Sura distilled from grains, 15 not diinkable by the thiee 
higher castes, so are all the thiee undrinkable by the Biahmana Other- 
wise, f the simple prohibition of wine in general were meant, then the 
words ‘ Yathawva, &e.,’ and ‘ Brahmavadibhih’ would be totally :.edundant 
The mention of “the three castes” we shall supply from out of another 
verse. For this reason, the fact of Krshnaand Arjuna—both Kshatriyas— 
being intoxicated with ‘ Madhu’ (grape wiue) is in no way a transgression 
of the law 

And, as a matter of fact, we have Vedic texts that distinctly show (1) 
that the prohibition of wine is fo. others (+e, Brahmanas), and also (2) 
that ıt 1s distinctly permissible (ın the case of others) For instance, (1) 
“That which was impure came out afterwards, wine is that impunity, 
this became attached to the Kshatriya, hence ıt 1s that superiors, 
daughters-in-law, and the father-in-law drink the wine and go on talking ; ; 
evil indeed is impunity, hence the Biahmana should not drink the wine; 
lest he be attached to evil”, and (2) “The Kshatriya should say to 
the Brahmans—‘the drinking of wme does no harm to him who knows 
this’” , and this latter 1s with reference to the ‘ Madhu’ and the ‘ Sidhu’ 
{and not the ‘Sura’ which is in no case allowed to anyone else but the 
Cadra) 

As for Krshna and Arjuna, having married their maternal cousins, 
such relationships of brothers and cousin- come to be mentioned, even 
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where there is no blood relationship (and hence ıt may be that Krshna 
and Arjuua are spoken of as cousins simply because of their close friend- 
ship) Though Subhadra is spoken of as ‘Krshna’s sister,’ yet, we 
know that only three persons—Baladéva, Krshna, and Ekanatica— 
have been spoken of as utermme brothers and sisters, and hence we 
conclude that Subhadr& must have been a distant cousin of Krshna’s, 
as is clea: from the fact_of her being married to Arjuna, who conld be said 
to have transgressed the law, only 1f he had marred a child of Vasudeva’s 
(who was bis maternal uncle), and certainly he committed no transgres- 
sion ın mairying one who was only a distant relation of Vasudeva. And 
how could such a great Law-giver as Krshna, who is always cited as an 
example of righteous conduct, allow of an mcestuous marriage, when he 
was fully alive to his position of a Law-giver, as is clearly shown by his 
own declarations wz “O Partha, all men follow my path,” ‘‘ Whatever 
the great one does, the others follow, that which he authorises, people act 
up to 1t.” 

The above arguments will serve to explain the marrage of Krshna 
himself with Rukmini (who is said to have been his cousin). 

As imstances of transgressions, in modern times, of the laws laid 
down ın the Smrins, the Pirvapaksha has cited the drinking of wine 
among the Biahmana women of the countries of Ahicchat:a and Mathura, 
and the marriage with maternal cousms, current amongst the people of the 
South 

In explanation of this, some people assert that as the Smrti and the 
Practice of good men are both independent of each other, bemg equally 
based upon the Veda, both of them are of equal authority, and as such 
whenever we find them contradicting each other, we can accept both as 
layıng down equally anthoritavive alternatives, and as such the trans- 
gressions need not be rejected as transgressions of mri: Jaws, and as such 
sinfal. 

But this explanation cannot be accepted as correct, in view of the 
statement of the comparative strength of the various authorities of Dharma 
(where ıt will be distinctly shown that the Smri has a greater authority 
than the Practice of good men) 

Others again offer the following explanation - All Laws are laid down 
with special reference to certain definite parts of the country, as Apas- 
tamba has distinctly pomted out that certain actions are not allowed ın 
one part of the country, and they are quite permismble in another And 
hence we conclude that the said practices would not be sinful only for 
those whose forefathers have been used to them as has been declared by 
Manu also. “The path by which one’s father and forefathers have gone 
on, by that path of the good should one proceed, as by such procedure 
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alone does he not become attached to sın ” And, asa matter of fact, we find 
that those people, whose forefathers have not accepted the aforesaid practices 
which have been prohibited in other Smrtis, stall avcıd them, and if by 
chance they do become addicted to ıt, they are cast out by their own 
people 

Bat this explanation too will not serve our purpose, because Gautama 
has declared that “all practices contrary to the Scriptures are unauthoui- 
tative” It may be argued that as a matter of course, when we find the 
practices to be contrary to the Veda, we do not accept them as authorita- 
tive, and the term ‘Sciiptures’ does not apply to the Smrtis But 
this 1s not correct, because the term ‘Scripture’ 18 applicable to Smrti 
works also In connection with ‘ Sm@ria Dharma” Cankha and Inkhita 
have declared “ Amndyah smrtsdhdrakah,” which clearly shows that the 
works of Manu and others—called ‘Amndya’ (Scrptures)—which were 
composed by them on the strength of ther own remembrances of 
Vedic texts—have been laid down for the sake of the students of these 
works, for the purpose of ascertaining a definite basis for the said compila- 
tions in such rememberances Hence, ıt 1s absolutely impossible for us to 
accept the authoritative character of such practices as are contrary to the 
laws laid down by Manu and others As for the declaration of Apastamba, 
quoted above, ıb has been completely refuted by Baudhayana, who has 
cited many instances of practices contrary to the Smrizs And further, as 
we find all such practices originating fiom visible causes, such as passion 
aud the like, we can never accept the fact of there being a Vedic basis, either 
for such unlawful practices, oi for the above quoted declarations of Apas- 
tamba 

It may be asked—“ What is the text that prohibits the drinking of 
wine for Brahmana women?” Well, we have the text—* For this reason, 
the Brabmana and the Kshatriya, and also the Kshatriya, should not drink 
wine ” 

Against this, 1t may be urged that the word “ Bidhmana” being in the 
masculine gender, the said text cannot be taken as prohibiting 16 for 
women, and as such the practice of the women of Mathura cannot be held 
to be contrary to the Smrix text quoted 

But, ın that case, even in the case of the prohibition—* A Brahmana 
should not be killed,” ıt may be the killing of the man alone that can be 
said to be prohibited, and in the same manner, a significance may be 
attached to the smgular number in ‘ Brahmana’, and thence a man would 
only once desist from knlling one Brdhmana, and he would conclude that he 
has obeyed the law fully, im that one desisting, and thenceforward he 
aught go on kilhng Brahmanas with impunity Or, m the prohibition in 
question too, we find the word “ Bighmana” m the singular, and so the 
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law would have been fully obeyed by any single Brahmana desisting from 
wine, and thenceforth, we would have the same contingency as before 
in the case of the prohibition of killimg (ae , the othe: Brahmanas would 
go on drinking with impunity) 

The other paity 1etorts ‘As for the significance of the singular 
‘‘nuntber as this may be applicable either to each individual Brahmana, 
“or to the single Biadhmana-class (considered as one composite whole), 
“there would be no harm in accepting ıt That is to say, even if the pro- 
“ hibition of the killing, as well as of the drinking, refer to each individual 
‘ Brahmana that may happen to become a fit object of such prohibition,— 
“as the mention of this smgulaiity would be a mere repetition, ıt could not 
“qualify eithe: tke action (of killing 01 drinking) or the prohibitrion— (und 
“as such the singular number could not be held to have any significance) ; 
‘“‘specinily if the smgulazity 1s distimetly found to refer to the Bradhmana- 
“class, (as tlus class 18 always universally recognised to be one), any 
€ mention of its singularity would all the more be a mere repitition (and as 
“such mm any case uo significance can be attached to the singular number ; 
‘ though there are no such objections to the admitting of the significance 
“of the masculine gender) [Then, as for the argument that if the mas- 
“ culme gende: be significant, im the ease of the word ‘ Brahmana’ as 
“ occurring m the prchibition, ‘ the Brahmana should not drink wine,’ the 
“same may be said ın the case of the prohibition ‘ the Biahmana should 
u not be killed ’] there 1s a deal of difference between the two cases, as im 
“the prolibition of kelling, (‘ Bradhmano na hantavyah’) the ‘ Brahmana’ 
“ being the real objective, appears im the form of the subject (on account 
“ of the passive affix tavya) , and as such no significance 1s attached to the 
“masculine gender in this case, exactly as ın the case of the sentence 
“< one destious of heaven should offer sacrifices,’ no significance 1s at- 
“ tached to the masculine gender in ‘ svargakamah,’ simply on the ground 
“ of its being the subject, while in the case of the prohibition of drinking, 
“though the Brahmana, as the person warned off from sin, has the 
“character of the subject, yet considered as the agent of the drinking, 
“he becomes a part of the predicate, by means of the Nommative and 
“ the Instrumental affixes (the real construction of the prohibition bemg 
“< Brthinanéna-suraGpanam papajyanakam’), and assuch in this case, 1t be- 
“comes absolutely necessary to attach a sigmificance to the masculine 
“ gender ; exactly as in the case of the ‘ measuring of the sacrificial post’ by 
“the sacrificer, as the sacrificer ıs mentioned as the predicate, his gender 
& 3s taken into consideration. 

“ To farther explain (how no significance can be attached to the mas- 
“ culine gender m the word ‘ Bidhmana,’ in the sentence ‘the Brahmana 
“should not. be killed’) The meaning of the sentence is that ‘ one who is 
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“a Brahmana should not be killed’, and when this construction has been 
‘once comprehended, (the prohibition has been fully understood and) no 
“other gender, &c, can be predicated, ether of the Brahmana, or of the 
“ prohibition , (because that would lead to a split of the original sentence), 
“which would have to be construed somewhat like this < ‘one who 1s a 
“ B.aghmana should not be killed, and that Brahmana should be a male’, 
‘“‘which 1s not in any case allowable That ıs to say, the Injunction im 
‘question serves to lay down a prohibition , and as no prohibition of mere 
“ kallang (without an object) 1s possible, we take it to mean the prohibition 
“of the killing as qualified by (1e, as pertaining to) the Brahmana-class ; 
“and its operation ceasing with this, if 1t be called into requisition again, 
“with a view to the injunction of any such peculiarities as the gender and 
“the lıke, with reference either to the Br@hiuna, or to the Killing, or to 
“ the Prohwbition,—then ıt would be necessary to repeat the Injuuctive 
“ affix (which has once enjomed the non-killng, and which 1s now called 
“upon to lay down the gender, &c ), and as such, this would lead to the 
“ split of the sentence. Even for those who hold Injunction and Prohtbi- 
“tion to be two distinct facts signified by Vedic sentences, the Nega- 
“tive (‘not’ ın the prohibition ‘the Brahmana should not be killed’), 
“having its own denotation helped by that of the Injunctive affix, comes 
‘Sto have an additional meaning (in the shape of prohibition), and serves the 
“ purpose of prohibiting that (Killing) which has been signified by the In- 
“ Junctıve affix ın (‘hantavyah’), with special reference to the Brahmana- 
“class, because, as explained before, no prohibition of mere killing in the 
“ abstract would be possible, and 1t cannot be again called into requisition 
“to probit any such further: peculiarities, as those of gender and the 
‘like, ın connection with, either the Brahmana, or the Killing, or the In- 
“ranction, consequently, though a particular gender 1s mentioned in the 
‘sentence, yet, as ıt does not serve any useful purpose, no significance can 
“be attached to ıt The constraction of the said passage may be amplified 
“an the following manner ‘That the Brahmana should be killed through 
“anger &,1s not’ But according to those who accept the Injunction to 
“be the only signification of the Veda (and explam the Prohibition as 
“ only a negative Injunction), the sentence may be amphfied thus ‘ The 
“ killing of the Brahmana should not be done,’ or ‘He who 1s a Brah- 
“mana, him one should not kill,’—the passage being thus explained, 
“either as the prohibition of the Atlling as pertaining to the Brahmana, 
“or as the prohibition of a Kallang which has its object distinctly pointed 
“out as the Bidhmana In any case, we cannot escape from accepting 
‘the Brahmana as the Subject, and as pertaining to the Subject, ether 
“ the Gender or the Number can have no significance. 

“ On the other hand, in the case of the prohibitions—‘the Brahmans 
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“ should not drink the wine,’ and‘ the wine should not be drupk by the 
“ teachers of Brahma ’—, the ‘Brahmana’ has not the character, of either 
“ the ‘ cause,’ or ‘ place,’ or ‘time’ or ‘result, ’ or ‘ the object of purifica- 
“ tion, ’—which are the only five possible forms of that which 18 already 
“known (ve, Subject), and in the former sentence, the Biaéhmana has 
“ the full character of the qualsfication of the nominative, and as such, 
“is capable of being defined by the singular number which 1s predicated 
“of ıt by the verbal affix (‘ın pibét’) , and in the latter sentence as the 
“Instrumental ending distinctly points to the subordinate (or predica- 
“ tave) character of the Brahmana, he cannot but be admitted to be 
“specified by the masculine gender And 10 accordance with this, eyen 
“ the former sentence should be taken as the prohibition of drinking, for 
“the Brahmana, as qualified by the Masculine gender ” 

« And thus, as the diinking of wine is not found to have been pto- 
“ hibited, for Brahmana women, the dimking of wine by the women of the 
“countries of Ahiechatra and Mathura cannot be said to be a transgtes. 
“sion of the law.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


This is not so, because even in the case of the prohibition of drinking, 
no significance can be attached to the gender, beeause the Braihmana 1s the 
subject, bere also, exactly asin the case of the prohibition of B:adhman- 
killmg As a matter of fact, the mere fact of a certain thing being yet to 
be known 18 not the only ground for attaching a significance to the qualifi- 
cations of the gender, &c , because Predieability is the one important ground 
for such significance, as that whieh 1a described—+.c., the Subject of a 
proposition—ie described just as it 1s found to exist, and 1n connection with 
that, nothing more than what ıs necessarily required by the Predicate can 
be said to be predicated 

Hence, 1f we had any such isjunction as that ‘the Brahmana sheuld 
dmnk wine’ prior to the appearance of the Prohibituon, then alone could 
there be any chance for the subordinate and predicative character belong- 
ing to the Brahmana, which could justify our attaching a significance to 
everything (that is both the masculine gender and the singular number) 
But, asa matter of fact, we know that the only agent that prompts the 
Brahmana to the drinking of wine is Passion or Delusion, &e , and so there 
ıs no possibility of there being any such Injunction (of the drinking of wine) 
And as for an Injunction being deduced from the prohibitive text itself 
{as urged above), no such deduction is possrble, as all chamee for it 1s 
barred by the fact of the sentence endmg m a direct prolibiwion There- 
fore, whether the said probibitxon be construed as- That the Brahmana 
should drink wine 1s not,’—or as ‘ He who is a Brahbmana should not drink 
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wine, ’—it being taken either as the prohibition of drinking as pertaining 
to wine, or as the Injunction of a p:ohibition,—iu any case, masmuch as he 
is the object that ıs helped by being warned off from the drinking, the 
Brahmana cannot be held to be predicated either of the drinking or of the 
prohtbyicon (and as such no significance can be attached to the gender, 
&e ) 

Ever in ordinary experience, we find that there ıs a chance of both the 
male and the female (Brahmana) being addicted to diink, and hence in the 
sentence prohibiting the drinking, the mention of the Brahmana must be 
taken as pertaining to both sexes (because as the Subject of the sentence, 
it must be taken exactly as ıt 1s found in ordinary experience) And it 
cannot be construed as ‘The Brahmana that should drink’—‘ and he be a 
male’, because such connection of the gender cannot be established without 
the operation of Predication (which is absent m this case) (Thats to say, 
when the ‘Brahmana’ has once been spoken of as the Subject, 1t is not 
possible to make ıt the Predicate without a Predicative word) (Butsuch 
Predication 1s not found m the present case) (Because the whole sen- 
tence cannot be taken as serving the sole purpose of predicating the relation 
of the gender, as the Injunction, or the Predication, does not proceed any 
further than the prohibition of drmmking) Hence, we conclude that in both 
cases (ze, 1n tite case of the prohibition, ‘The Brahmana should not be 
killed,’ as also in that ‘ The Braéhmana should not drink wine’) we cannot 
attach any significance to the gender or the number (of the word 
* Brshmana’) 

It may be argued that—“:f sach be the case, then the killing of the 
Brahmana woman would be as sinful as that of the male Brihmana, and 
as such, how is it that the full expiatory rite, necessary on the killing of 
a Brahmana, kas been restricted (in the case of the female Brahmana) to 
the Atréyz woman only (which shows that the killing of other Brahmana 
females 1s not equally sinful) °”’ 

To this we make the following reply Who is there that denies the 
equal simfulness of the killing of the female Brahmana? As for the 
expiatory rites being different, this is due to the fact of the one bemg a 
female ard thé other a male (but this does not show that there is any 
difference in the sinfulness of the two slaughters) , and certainly the com- 
parative shghtness of the expiatory rite does not remove the character of 
‘ Brahmana-slaughter’ fiom the killing of the female Br&hmana; becatse 
under certain circumstances the expiatory rite that has been laid down as 
necessary for one who has killed even a male Brahmana, 1s also compara- 
tively shght, and this fact would also come to umply the lesser sinful- 
ness of this kithng (which 1 absurd) Therefore, because the expiatory 
rite laid down for one who kills a female Br&hmana is comparatively 
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slight, from that we cannot doubt the fact of the knlling of the woman 
being sinfal and prohibited 

In the case of the drinking of wine, however, we do not meet with any 
distinction in the expiatory mtes that me Jaid down, and as such all 
chance of there beng any support for such drinking by women having 
been lost, we conclude that the said practice of the Brahmana women of 
the two countries, 18 a direct transgression of the laws laid down in the 
Smnrtis 

It has been argued above that on the strength of a declaration of 
Apastamba, we can accept the two as optional alternatives, but as this 
drinking of wine by the Brabmana has been prohibited by the Veda 
itself— Therefore, the Brahmana should not drink wime”—the mere 
equahty of two contradictory Smrivs cannot justify us in accepting an 
option in the matter, and hence we cannot admit the authoritativeness of 
such practices, 


(The Adhikarana differently construed) 


With a view to establish the anthontative character of the Prac- 
tices of good men, we can construe both these Stras as laying down ths 
same Adhvkarana And ths further consideration is based upon the 1n- 
stances of the practices of the good people mhabiting the part of the world 
known as ‘Arydvarta’ which has been defined as that country where the 
black antelope is found to roam and graze The question is—That which 
the Aryas (gentlemen of the said country) are found to perform, as 
Dharma, 1s that authoritative or not? And the ground of doubt is that on 
account of these persons being the same as the performers of Vedic 
sacrifices, we conclude their practices to be authoritative, while inasmuch 
as we do not find such practices duly coded and compiled, there is a 
chance that they may be unauthoritative 

It may be argued that the Authors of the Smritis themselves have declared 
the authoritativeness of such practices, ın such texts as,— the remem- 
brance and the conduct of people knowmg the Veda,” “the practices of 
good men,” “the practice that obtains in a country,” and so forth— 
and as such the authority of the practices 1s implied ın that of the Smriss. 

But this will not do; as the opponent might very nghtly argue thus- 
“ Inasmuch as we do not find such practices to have any origin (in the 
“ Veda) and as we find them tobe due to other motives of greed and the 
“ lıke, we cannot accept them as authoritative ; because even of Smrti: texts, 
“we admit the authority of only such of them as are found to have any basis 
‘ in the various branches of the Veda, but on the sole authority of the pre- 
‘* valence of certain practices, we cannot infer the existence of corroborative 
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Omri texts, and at the same time, that the Vedic texts in support of these 
“latter Because the Authors of the Smrits must have seen these practices 
“exactly as we see them , and hence the Smrtis cannot point out any Vedic 
“basis for them Specially because, 1f these Authors knew of the Vedic texts 
“ m support of the practices, they should have included them among the other 
‘ acts laid down in their works And hence, inasmuch as we do not find 
' them laying them down ın their works ın the same manner as they have 

‘done the other acts for which they had supports in the Veda, —and as they 
“declared them to be authoritative, simply on account of the confidence 
“that they had ım the good men of their day,—we can by no means 
“ascertain such practices to have any basis ın the Veda ” 

Consequently there 1s certainly an occasion for due consideration 
The foregoing two Adhikaranas have laid down the conclusion that the 
Piactices of good men are authonitative, because the people among whom 
these are prevalent are the same as the peiformers of Vedic sacrifices, 
and also because we do not find them to be contrary to the Veda ot 
the Smrti As a maiter of fact, we do not find any practices of good men 
to be contrary to any Smrti or Vedic texts , and as such, from the fact ot 
the persons concerned being the same in both cases, they are accepted to 
be authoritative , and in support of this we have the declarations of the 
Authors of Smrtis, who could not have lent their support to anything 
which they did not actually know to be based upon the Veda 

Against this conclusion, however, we have the followmg — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Inasmuch as the scriptures are limited in ther scope (Süha 6), the 
“practices of good men, devoid of Vedic support, cannot have any author- 
“ity, with regard to the ascertammg of Dharma or Adharma The scope 
“of the scriptures has been limited to matters relating to Dharma and 
“ Adharma and the scriptures have been limited to the number fou teen, as 
“made up of the Veda and its subsidiary sciences, none of which meludes 
“any such thmg as the Practices of good men, nor can such Practice be 
“said to form a scripture by itself, nor can the Perception or the Perform- 
“ance of such Practices be said to form a scripture, because the former 
“ depends upon other persdns , and as for the latter 1t 1s the subject-matter 
“dealt with by the scriptures, and cannot itself be the sciipture And as 
“for the Smri text supporting the authoritative character of the Prac- 
“ tices, 16 has already been shown that it has no basis in the Veda 

“ And if we pioceed to consider the question, as to whether these 
“Practices have one basis or many,—we find that neither of the two 1s 
“ possible to be inferred Because for such Practices as are found to be 
“ different in different countries, and among different communities and famı- 
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“ hes, 1t 19 not possible to be based upon any single Vedic text, nor 1s there 
‘any such Vedic text as would include all such practices, as 1t 1s absolutely 
“ ımpossıble for them to be spoken of either as distinct individuals, or ag 
“ forming a class by themselves, which are the only two possible denotations 
“of words And if one were to assume s Vedic text for each of these Prac- 
“ tices, he would be composing a Veda by himself , as it 1s not possible for 
“any single sentence to speak of, and give rise to, an mdefinite number 
“of practices, nor can 1t be said that, ıt was the finding of such a sentence 
“in the Veda that led the authors of the Smrizs to declare the authoritative- 
“ness of the practices; because m that case these would come to have as 
“ great an authority as the other Smrt texts that lay down other duties 
“(on the basis of the Veda). And again, the Smriz text that would be 
“ composed after the perception of the Practice, cannot serve as its basis 
“as that would disturb all the rules that regulate the relations of the sup- 
“porter and the supported, and the comparative strength of the various 
“authorities (Because in that case the Practice would serve as the origin 
“and basis of the Smriz text) 
' © Hence, inasmuch as 16 1g only amongst a limited number of scrip- 
“tures that the basis for any action can be assumed, as we do not find 
“any basis for many of the said Practices among the scriptures, we con- 
“ clude them to be absolutely baseless Nor 1s ıt possible for us to assume a 
“a Vedic text similar to the Smrié that conld also be assumed as corro- 
“ boratıve of the practices, because in that case, the Veda would come to 
“ have its origin in these practices, which would turn all ideas of the com- 
“ parative strength of the various authorities upside down That ıs to say, 
“the Vedic text assumed would be in some such form as—‘ The Practices 
“of good men are authouitative ,’ but this would imply the existence of the 
“ practices, prior to the Vedic text, and as that which follows cannot serve 
“as the basis for that which has existed before ıt, such an assumed text 
“ eannot be held to be the basis of the practices which therefore remain as 
“ baseless as before. 
“ Or, the Sutra (6th) may be taken ın the following manner the scope 
“ of the scriptures 1s hmited to a defimte number of subjects, and as the 
“namber of the practices ıs indefinite, they cannot have the character of 
“the sciupture 
“Or, ıt may mean that the subject-matter of the sempture ıs 
“Tiumited to such facts only as are not cogmisable by any other means 
“While ın the case of the practices, we find many such visible motives as 
“ Greed and the like, and hence we cannot admit them to have any author- 
“ity in the sc1iptures Hence we conclude that inasmuch as the practices 
“ato subsidiary to considerations of material pleasures, they cannot 
‘ have the characte: of Dharma. We find m the case of the Vaicyas, 
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“* Servants, and Doctors, and other people in the towns, that their practices 
“are based upon motives of mateial pleasmes, and hence we couclade 
“the same to be the case with all human practices 

‘“‘ For these reasons, we conclude that the Veda and the Smrtis are 
“ the only authorities in matters relating to Dharma, and as for the conduct 
“and practices and Inne: satisfaction of men, they are just the same as 
** drinking bouts and jokes (current among ordinary people) ” 


[Sada 7 would embody the Siddhanta in reply to this Pirvapaksha ] 


Oi, the three Sutras (5, 6, and 7) may be taken as dealing with this 
same Adhikarana, and ın this case, the practices current among the good 
people of Aryadvarta may be citcd as instances, and with regard to these, 
a question may be raised as to their authoritativeness or otherwise And 
(the Pūrrapaksha being supphed from without, on the same lines as shown 
above), all the three Sutras may be taken as putting forward the Siddhdnta 
only, which would run thus 

That which ıs taught (‘ Cushia’) m the Veda and the Smrtu—if this 
13 not contiadicted by the practice of good men, such practice can he 
accepted, as an authouty for Dharma; but whenever there is the least 
contradiction of the said teachings, then, as there wonld be a contiadiction 
among the authorities, the Practice can never be admitted to have any 
authority in matters relating to Dharma. 


ADHIKARANA (5) 


[A word as always to be taken ın the sense that 18 attributed to it in the 
scriptures] 


A —THE ADHIKARANA EXPLAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BHASHYA. 


Sutra (8). "The contest would be equal.” 


The clause—" because we do not find any contradiction amongst 
them”—may be taken as the opening of this Sita 

When we find even good men using a word 12 two different meanings 
the following doubt arises m the mind of the lstener: Inasmuch as a 
single word 1s used by good men in different senses, often contradicting 
one another, which one shall we accept as being the real meaning of the 
word? For instance, the word ‘yava’ (barley-corn) ‘ Varaha,’ (Boar), and 
‘ Vétase’ (Cane), are, in other countries, used in the sense of ‘ priyangu’ 
(Long pepper), ‘ Vayasa’ (Crow), and ‘ Jamboo’ (Blackberry), respectively. 
Tlence there arises 9 doubt as to the real significations of these words, 
in the minds of those who have not thought out the difficulty, and who 
base all their ideas only upon what they actually perceive. 

And on this point, we have the followmg— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ There should be no doubt at all on this point; because the usages of 
ul men are equally authoritative In the case of every word, in whatever 
sense 1t happens to be used in a country, for that country the expressive- 

‘ness of the word rests ın that sense alone, and this local denotation of 
“tho word ıs authontative for all men of all countries, specially as the 
“ following arguments necessitate such universal authority - 

“ The word cannot be said to have that sense for a few men only, 
‘nor can 1b be said not to have that sense forany men, the only difference 
“that 18 possible ıs on the point of such sense being known or not known, 
“and itis only this difference that can be perceived, in connection with 
» Several men of various countries Consequently, even if a certain sense 
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" of a word, be not known to certain men, they should accept ıt unhesita- 
“tingly, as it 1s as authomtative as the meaning that is known to 
“them 

“ The reality, or the authonty, of the denotations of words do not 
“depend upon either the greater or lesser number of persons using them 
“ in different senses, as in the case of such words (which are held to have 
“many meanings even by the same people) as ‘aksha’ ‘ pala’ and the 
“lıke though only very few people use the word ‘Aksha’ in the sense 
“ of the terminalia belervca, yet this meaning of ıt 18 admitted as freely as 
“that of the ‘axle of the cart’ Similarly, too, ıt has been declared that 
“the root ‘ gava’ ıs used ın the sense of moving among the Kambojas, while 
“the Aryas use it to signify modification or putrefaction, as when they 
“ speak of the dead body as a ‘gava,’ and there are many verbs and nouns 
“that are found to be used im different senses in different countries 
“ Hence we conclude that the contest between (or the authority of) all the 
“ significations is equal 

“ So also in a case where a certain factin ccnnection with the subsidiary 
“ sacrifices is mentioned by a word that appears in the same form (though 
“ perhaps in a different sense) ın connection with the primary sacrifice,—we 
“ accept the Subsidiary to have been pe:formed exactly as the Primary, 
‘and thereby quite in keeping with the Injanction that the Subsidiary is 
“ to be performed like the Primary It ıs with special reference to such a 
“case only that the clause— because we do not find any contradiction 
“ among them’—can be admitted (as a part of the S#ira), because it 1s 
“ only in such cases that the diversity can be said to be non-contradictory 
‘in all other cases, there being no possibility of a co-existence of diversity 
“and non-contradiction 

“Thus then the different usages being equally authoritative, we mus: 
“ accept them to be optional alternatives ” 


To all this, we make the following reply 
SINDHANTA 


Sutra (9). That which is supported by the scriptures (1s the 
more authoritative), because that (the scripture) 1s the source of 
authority. 


The sense that appears ın the scriptures is the more authoritative , 
because the scriptures are the only source of authority; as for the sepse 
accepted ın ordinary parlance, such signification can be accepted as second- 
ary. Whenever there is a difference of opinion, the ordinary people of 
the world are not accepted as the decisive authority, but ıt is always that 
which has the support of the scriptures that is accepted as the most 


206 TANTRA-VARTIKA~-ADHYA4YA I—PADA III—ADHI (5)a 


authoritative, because as for acceptance ın ordinary parlance, all are 
equally accepted; while the latter has the additional authority of the 
scriptures, which makes ıt the most authoritative of all 


Or, the Såta may be explained thus the sense in which the wmd 
a used by those persons thut take therr stand upon the scriptures, rs to be 
accepted as the most authorttatice, because it ts more trustworthy than any 
other sense 

Tt is a peculiarity with the people taking their stand upon the scrip- 
tures, that if there 1s even a slight discrepancy ın what they assert, the 
whole puipose of the sciiptures becomes defeated (that ıs to say, ın the 
course of a sacrifice, 1f there 1s the shghtest mistake ın the pronunciation, 
&c, of mantras, the saciifice becomes faulty, and fails to bring about the 
proper results) , whereas in the case of ordinary usage, even if there be 
slight discrepancies, there is no such contingency The doctors of medi- 
cine, when considering then own science of medicine, ascertain the mean- 
ings of the words “ Yara” and the lıke (as they occur in particular 
contexts), ın accordance with the taste, nutritious properties and digesti- 
bility of the particular article, that may be meant there, and the sacri- 
ficial priests proceed to ascertain their meanings, with reference to the 
proper performance of Dharma ‘Therefore in the case of a work on medi- 
cine, a word should be accepted to have that sense (primanly) which has 
been given to it, from times 1mmemonial, by the doctors of that science’ 
and so also in the case of sacrifices, only that sense is to be accepted 
which has been admitted by people learned in the sacrifices 

And when ıtıs thus possible to definitely asceitain the meaning of a 
word, we cannot accept ıt to be of an uncertain signification, nor can we 
admit of an option ın the matter, because all options are open to eight 
objections (as shown above) 

As a matter of fact, whenever we find a word invariably used in the 
Veda, ın the same sense, this definite ascertainment of its signification 
leads us to a similar conclusion, in the case of ordinary parlance also 
As for instance, m the case of the word ‘ Yava,’ the Veda has laid down 
the myjunction—‘ the post of the Udumbara wood 1s to be washed with 
the water mixed with Yara,’ and m connection with this passage, it 1s 
declared—‘ when all other plants are drooping, these continue to flourish 
Juxunantly’ (This passage we meet with ın various rescensions of the 
Veda, the Bhashya has cited that which occurs in connection with the 
Varunap aghd.a sacrifice, but as a discussion, as to which passage is really 
meant, would seve no purpose, we may accept it aa quoted by the 
Bhishyn) As a matte. of ordınary experience, we find that ın the 
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month of Phdlguna (February-March) the leaves of all the trees fall off, 
and it ıs only the barley-corn that flourishes most laxuuantly. On the othe 
hand, the ‘Prwyangu’ (long-pepper) ripening during the Autumn, dis 
appears entirely long before Phālguna, and flourishes during the rains, 
when no other plants are found to be drooping, as all of them are in 
luxuriant foliage durmg the rains (hence we cannot accept the Long- 
pepper to be that which ‘ flourishes luxuriantly when all other plants ae 
droopmg’) (Hence we cannot but accept the word ‘ Yava’ to mean 
baa ley-cori). 

In the same manner, the significations of the words ‘ Vélasa’ and 
‘Vaiaha’ are also ascertained from the sense m which they are used in 
the scriptures 


(Here ends the Explanation of the Adhakarana according to the Bhashya) 


[ Arguments against the above interpretation of the Adktharana ] 


In all the three words cited, the significations that have been sought 
to be supported by scriptural texts, are such as are already accepted to be 
the most authoritative, even on the authority of ordinaiy usage, and as 
such they cannot serve as examples of words having their siguifications 
defined by the authority of the sc:iptures For in no country 18 the word 
‘t Yara’ used m the sense of long-pepper, nor the words ‘ Vélasa’ and 
‘ Vara@ha’ in those of blackberry and crow iespectively Why then should 
we assume such usages and thereby cieate a dıfheulty for ourselves 
uselessly ? 

Inasmuch as under the Sutia I—~iv—29, it will be shown that in all 
doubtful cases, a definite conclusion 1s arrived at, by the help of subsequent 
passages , and hence, the above instances coming unde: the same category, 
there ıs no need of considermg them over again on this oceasion Itis 
tine that unde: the said Stra, no notice 1s taken of the denotations of the 
words, the consideration 1eferring solely to the object to be used (ren, the 
point there to be considered 1s not what the word “ akta” anowmted means 
but that what ıs the material with which the gravels are to be anointed) 
and m the case as treated of there, the conclusion arrived at ıs only appli- 
cable to the particular tıme and place, and not everywhere (2 e. 16 does not 
conclude that wherever there is to be an anointing, ıt 18 always to be 
done by butter, but only that ın the particular mstance, only butter should 
be used), while on the present occasion, what we are considering is the 
general denotation of the word (‘ yava’), and as such the conclusion that 
we arrive at ıs universally binding , and from these facts ıt may be argued 
that there 1s no repetition. Yet with all this, the process of reasoning 
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employed in the two cases ıs the same, and exactly as under the said 
Sitra, the butter 1s concluded to be the object that ıs to be employed, 
on the strength of the subsequent passages, so in the same manner, in 
the present case also, 1t 18 by the aid of the subsequent passage that we 
arrive at a definite conclusion with regard to the significations of the 
words ‘ yava’ and the like 

And again, under the Sūira I—iv—23 we shall show that there are 
various causes of secondary (or indirect) signification, such as similarity and 
the like, and hence even 1f the word ‘ Vétasa’ be not admitted to be directly 
denotative of the blackberry, the similarity of the two would enable it to 
be used (indirectly) in that sense, (and as such, such signification being 
only indirect, ıt could not have the preference ove: the natural significa- 
tion) , and hence no purpose 18 served by the citation of such words as the 
instances to be conside1ed 

For these reasons, we should base our consideration of the present 
ldhikarana upon other examples 


[B The Adhkarana as explained by the Vartrka | 


When there happens to be a difference ın the usages of the Arya and 
the Jléccha, there arises a doubt as to whether both are equally authorita- 
tive, o1 one 1s more authoritative than the other And on this we have the 
{ullowing 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“For all people that have to do only with perceptible things, the 
‘ contest would be equal, as it is only in the case of invisible (or super-physi- 
“ cal) things that the Aryas can have any superior authority , in the case 
“of visible things, the authority of the Aya and the Mléccha 1s equally 
“ strong 

“ Because all words are used with the sole purpose of expressing 
“ certain things , and certainly the things that are thus talked of are those 
“that are met with, and are of use, ın ordinary experience. Hence, ina 
“case where we find exactly the same word being used in an entuely dif- 
“ ferent sense, among the Miécchas, we conclude the expressiveness 
“of the word to be eternal, exactly as we have the notion of eternality 
“with regard to the expressiveness of words used by the Aryas, as the 
“ reasons for accepting the eternality of the relations between the word and 
‘its meaning are equally applicable ın the two cases of the Arya and the 
“ Mléccha. As among the Mlécchas too, we cannot trace the beginnings of 
“the usages of words; and hence we can perceive no difference between 
“ two equally beginmngless expressive potentialities of words, For instance, 
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“even among the Miécchas, the perception of smoke leads to the conclusion 
“ of the existence of fire , and hence (as we find their position correct in the 
“ case of one means of knowledge) we conclude that the sense in which a 
“word 18 used by them is really one that 1s expressed by 1t. Consequently 
“ then, in the case of the word ‘põlu, as denoting a paritcular tiee (accord- 
“ing to the Aryas) and the elephant (according to the Mlécchas), the 
“contest between them (for authority) would be equal” 


SIDDHANTA 


In reply to the above, we have the Suiza (9), which can be explained 
exactly as 1t has been done above 

And further, the notion of real expressiveness that we have with 1egard 
to the words used by the Miécchas 1s as erroneous as the notion that we 
have with regard to those words that, though pronounced wrongly on 
account of ignorance, inability, &c, are yet perchance found to resemble 
another correct word Thatistosay, exactly as we have corruptions of the 
verbal forms of words, so also we have those of meanmgs,—these latter 
bemg due to such causes as the mdirect (secondary) significations of words, 
or the inability of the person to discern the mght meaning And these 
corruptions can be discerned only by those people that take their stand 
upon the scriptures, and are seeking afte: the virtue that 1s attainable only 
by the connect performance of duties as correctly comprehended from the 
Veda; exactly as a false coin can be picked out only by those who are ex- 
perts ın the art And certainly, when there is an opposition between the 
cognitions of the learned and the ignorant, the former is always the stronger 
of the two, specially as it is very easy for us to get at reasons and facts 
upsetting the ideas of the ignorant 

Hence we conclude that, inasmuch as the inhabitants of Aryavarta 
take their stand upon the scriptures, their ideas alone can have any author- 
ity in the matter of such significations of words as appertain to Dharma 
and its accessories. And even among these people themselves we should 
accept that sense in which the word 1s used by one who is more learned 
and more conversant with the scriptures, ın preference to those sanctioned 
by the usage of people less learned ın them. 


EEG ReaD 


[0 The Adhtkarana wterpreted differently ] 


We may take the Adhikarana as dealing with the contradictions be- 
tween Smrits and Usage. And on this port, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


& Inasmuch as both bave thew omgin equally in the Veda, the contest 
27 
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“between them would be equal Because, just as the authority of the Sim tis 
‘fis based upon the fact of their being based upon the Veda, so too 1s that 
“of Usage , and as such we can perceive no differ ence between the two, m the 
“pomt of anthority Or, we may go a step further- Usage 19 stronger in 
“ats authonty than Smriz, because its results (in the shape of actions) 
“ are directly perceptible, as leading to equally visible results , and cer tainly, 
“that authority (or means of knowledge’ which 1s dissociated from ifs 
“result, becomes greatly weakened The Vedic text, that would be the 
“basis of Usage, 1s perceived duectly im the result, and hence, while 
‘ having found a Siti text, we would be still looking after a Vedic text 
“to serve as its basis, the Usage, having obtained 1ts footing long ere this, 
‘“‘will have asserted itself, and certainly when a thing has once asserted 
‘itself, how can ıt be ousted ? Therefore, we must admit either that the 
“Usage 18 more authoritative than Smt, or that both are equal m 
authority ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


But the mri ıs held to be more authoritative, because of its bemg 
based directly upon the scriptures, and certainly the support of the Veda 
19 not equal in the two cases. Because the Smrt: has been compiled, in a 
pioper manner, by tiustworthy persons, and this fact directly leads to 
an unimpeded inference of its teachings being based upon the Veda 
Whereas ım the case of Usage, the Usage leads to the assumption of a cor- 
roborative Smrf, which in its turn leads to that of a Vedic text ın support 
of 16, thus m this case the support of the Veda beng one degree further 
removed, its authouty becomes weakened And certainly there 18 no 
single Vedic text that sanctions the authority of all Usages at once, and 
at best the Vedic texts, supporting the Usages, are various and scattered all 
over the Veda, and as such they cannot be got hold of without the 
aid of the Smritvs, specially as such Vedic texts are not found grouped 
together in a single Adhy@ya, but they are scattered among various 
chapters, and can be got at only here and there, and that too, with 
great difficulty 

For anstance,—(1) In connection with the preparation of the sacrifi- 
cial fire, we read—“ The sacrificer places the cake on both sides of himself, 
and hence ıt ıs that people carıy the food with both hands, and then eat 
it,’ and here, though the passage itself gives reasons for the particular 
action, yet the fact cited as reason 1s not very well known, and hence 
this only leads to the inference of a direct Injunction, in accordance with 
the argument that ‘ things are enjoined by Vedic sentences.’ Nor can ıt 
be urged that the passage being merely explanatory of a certain useful 
method—hke the passage “ as human childien having lived in the womb for 
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ten months come to be born ın the eleventh, so do the mules &c,&c”, and 
as such 1t cannot point to an Injunction, because the method described 1s nut 
necessarily calculated to fulfil any purpose. No can it be said to be ex- 
planatory of a well-established natural fact—as in the case of the passage 
“hence people in old age are supported by their childien” (because the 
said method of eating 1s not generally recognised as a well-established 
uatural fact) Hence though the passage hasan entirely different meaning, 
yet the special ratiocinative style adopted serves to indirectly point to an 
Injunction of the paiticula: method of eating 

(2) The same piocess of reasoning 13 followed in the ease of the 
passage—“ because the food 1s kept on the right side, therefore it 15 only by 
the rigth hand that one eats,’ (wlich though referting to a particula 
action at sacrifices, 1s made to pomt to an Tnjunction of the said method 
of eating) 

(3) Similaily, too, ın the passage— the person mitiated for Me 
saciifice should apply the collyimum to the right eye fist, because men 
ordinarily are found to apply :t to that eye first,” (which though refering 
to the sacrifice, ıs yet made to pomt to an Injunction whereby women 
are enjoined to apply the cullyrium to the 1ghé eye fust). 

(4) So also with reference to the passage—‘ two stiings were applied 
ta each post, hence ıt ıs that a man takes many wives, though a woman 
does not take more than one husband ”— which we find in the section 
ou ‘ Yiiparkddagunt ’—(which is made to point to the injunction of one 
man taking many wives, and the prohibition of one woman taking 
many husbands). 

(5) In the same manner, in the chapter on Darcapédrnainfoa, passing 
over the Injunction dealing with the Aynishomiya, we read a passage 
desciiptive of the fact of the thid part of India’s sin, consequent upou 
lis having kiNed a Bréhmana in the person of Tvaslitr’s sou (Vrtra), 
having been relegated to women in them courses, and this deseription 1s 
made the means of pointing to the injuiction of esrtain observances for 
the woman in hei courses, a fact which has nothing to do with the main 
subject, the Agnishomiya—these observances being sleeping upon the ground, 
not bathing, desisting from meat-eating, unguents, colly ruin, spinning, washiny 
of the teeth, pawing of the nals, thiead-twining, and so foith, all of which 
are to be kept up for three days 

Thus then, we find that the Vedic texts, that can be chosen out 
as lending support to Usages, are so scattered and difficult to get at, that 
any collection of them in any single place is impossible, without the help 
of the Smrfs, and hence between the Usage and the Vedic text, we have to 
admit of au intervening agency of the mrt Consequently, long before the 
Usage succeeds in pointing to 1ts eyiroburatiye Vedictext through the Sn + lis, 
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the (contrary) Smri gets at ita own corroborative Vedic text, and succeeds 
in pointing out the Dharma (long before the contrary Usage has had time to 
assert its third-hand authority ) 


[D Another interpretation of ihe Adhtkarana F 


Such words as ‘inwrt,’ ‘caru’ and ‘agvabala’ aie found, m orgi- 
nary parlauce, to express meanings entirely at variance with those ac- 
cepted ın the Veda, and by people takmg their stand upon the Veda, 
And the question arises, whether, as all authorities are equally strong in 
the matter of the significations of words, the contest between the two 
authorities 18 equal, or the Vedic use has the greater authority. And on 
this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In ordmary parlance, the word ‘irwrt’ is found to mean threefold, 
“ asin the expressions ‘trivrt rajjuh,’ ‘trwrt granthth’ , whilein the Veda it 
“ is used 1n the sense of ‘ mnefold’; as we find that after having menticned 
“the ‘tmert Vahishpavamana,’ the Veda speaks of it as consisting of the 
“thieefoldness of the triad of Rk verses, thus makmg the mne Stotriya 
“ Rk verses, the word ‘ érivrt’ thus being found to denote nine 

‘Similarly m ordimary parlance, the word ‘caru’ 1s found to be ex- 
“ pressive of the saucer, while in the Veda ıt 18 found to denote ths ‘ rice’ 
«That is to say, people who are engaged ım the performance of sacrafices are 
“always found to use the word ‘caru’ ın the sense of cooked rice, which Te 
“still hot, and from which the gruel has not been thrown out In 
“the Veda, too, we find that, having spoken of the ‘Prayapiya Carm as 
“ belonging to Aditi,’ 1t goes on to lay down that ‘ Aditi is to be appeased by 
“the offering of cooked 1ce, which clearly shows that the word ‘caru’ 
“13 used in the sense of cooked rice. 

“So, too, m the case of the expression ‘agvabala-prastareh, ib would, 
“in ordinary parlance, be explained as ‘the bedding made up of horse- 
“ hair’, whereas from the Vedic passages following the expression, ıt 18 
& clear that the word ‘ agvabd@la’ 1s used in the sense of seed. The passage 
“ın question is that which describes the event that the sacrifice took the 
“ shape of the horse, and flying away from the gods, fell unto the water, 
“Cand when the gods took hold of the tail, the horse freed itself from their 
“ grasp and then disappeared , and the hairs of the tail that were left in the 
“ hands of the gods being thrown on the giound became whatis now known 
“as the reed; and hence as the reed is so very pure (being a part of the 
“ body of the sacrifice itself), the bedding is to be made of this material. 
“In the same manner, m the expression ‘askshaviyam vidhrti,’ the word 
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“s! qikehaviyam’ would ordinarily be taken to mean ‘made ot sugar-cane,’ 
“while in the Veda, it means the roots of the reed. 

“In all these cases, inasmuch as the significations are different, 
“and as both are equally well comprehended, the two meanings of the 
“words must be accepted to be optional alternatives. Though it may be 
“urged that in matters relating to Dharma, the comprehension based upon 
“the Veda has always a greater authority than that based upon ordinary 
“ parlance, yet no such superior authority is really possible ; because in 
“the matter of the significations of words, the Veda does not in any way 
“ differ from the other sources of verbal knowledge; for it is only in 
“ matters transcending the senses, that the Veda is held to havea superior 
“ authority. Consequently we conclude that the comprehension from both 
“ sources would be equally authoritative. 

“ Or, inasmuch as ordinary parlance always precedes a reading of the 
* Veda, it must be held to have an authority superior to that of the Veda. 
“That is to say, we fully comprehend the sense of all ordinary expressions 
“independently of the Veda; whereas we can never comprehend any 
“ Vedic expression without finding in it words similar to those that we 
“ bave met with in ordinary parlance. Hence among Vedic uses of words 
“we can accept only those that are not contrary to ordinary usage; 
“ because when they transgress the limits of such parlance, they are never 
* properly comprehended. 

“ The. clause—‘ because we do not perceive any contradiction among 
“ them’—+refers to the absence of contradiction among the words employed 
“in ordinary usage. As for the passage quoted above—‘ the sacrifice 
“ became the horse, &c. ’—in support of the Vedic sense, itis an Artharada; 
“and as such, cannot be admitted as a means of arriving at the real mean- 
“ ings of words; firstly, because all Arihavddas have an entirely different 
“purpose; and as such they can at best have only an indirect secondary 
“bearing upon the matter in question; secondly, because all Arthavadas 
“have their sole purpose in the accomplishment of the attractiveness of a 
“ certain course of action; as we find in the case of such of them as—‘ the 
“ post is the sun,’ ‘the sacrificer is stone,’ ‘the Aharaniya fire is the 
“ Heaven,’ and so forth; and thirdly, because they have no action in the 
“ matter of the creation and explanation of the expressiveness of words and 
“meanings. For, if the meanings of words were to be accepted according 
“ to the Arthavada (‘ the sacrificer is stone’ for instance), there would be 
“a direct contradiction of the Injunction (as whenever an action will be 
“ enjoined as to be performed by the‘ Sacrificer,’ we would represent the 
“action as done by a piece of stone). Hence the clause— beeause we do 
“ not perceive any contradiction, &c,’—may be taken to mean that, in- 
“ asmuch as we do not find the aforesaid contradiction of the Injunction, at 
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“the actual performance of the saciifice (2e, as we do not find a piece of 
“ stone substituted m plece of the sacrifice: ) we conclude that Arthavadas 
‘ cannot be accepted as regulating the significations of words 

“ On the point at issue, ou: position is supported by such authors as 
‘‘Manu and others, who speak of the ‘cotton sacred thread of the Brah- 
“inana being threefold (trwrt), with a threefold (trwrt) knot’ 

“ Hence we conclude thatif not stronger, the ordinary Usage caunot 
“Dbe denied to be equal in authority to the Veda” 


SIDDHANTA 


To all this we make thefollowmg reply That signification of the word 
which 1s based upon the scriptures 1s decidedly the more authoritative, 
because the knowledge of Dharma, which consists of certain means and con- 
sequences, 18 gained by means of the scriptures alone Even the significa. 
tion of words that ıs based upon the Arthavdda is stronger in author- 
ity than ordinary usage, because the particular Arthavada (describing the 
fact of the saczifice having become a horse, &c, &e ), has no other purposeé 
save that of explaming the particula1 meaning of the word ‘ agvabalah’ 
If a certain signification 1s once adopted in the Veda, whether ıt be 
secondary 01 primary, ıt is only that which can be accepted as the means 
of accomplishing Dharma 

As for the word ‘truri’ when 1t has been used in the Veda in the 
sense of the mne Stotrrya Rk verses, who can set aside this meaning, even 
uf he were to be born a hundred times? Hence whenever we meet with 
the expression ‘ frivrt Agnishtoma,’ we must accept the word in the sense 
inparted to ıt by the Veda. Similarly, though the word ‘ stoma,’—in such 
ordinary expressions as ‘ Brahmanastoma’—ais found to signify a group, yet 
in the case of such words as ‘ stoma,’ ‘ érivrt,’ and the like, we cannot but 
1eject their ordinary significations, because (1) we find the Veda making 
such declarations, as ‘the stoma ıs itrirt, (threefold), ‘the stoma is 
fifteenfold’ , (2) the persons versed in sacrifices have laid down that stoma 
is the measure or limit of the prayer, and (3) we find the grammarians 
Jaymg down the rule that the affix ‘da’ ıs added to the word ‘stoma,’ 
sunply for the sake of 1t3 connection with the words ‘ fifteen’ and the like 
(which distinctly shows that the word ‘stoma’ is to be taken as denoting 
the threefold or fifteenfold measure of the Prayer). 

As for the declaration of Manu that has been cited in the Pérvapaksha, 
as the assertions of human beings depend upon those significations that 
ure founded upon ordmary usage, as also upon those adopted 1u the Veda, ıt 
1s not to be wondered at that Manu has used a word in the ordinary popular 
sense Or, even ın that passage the word ‘ treurt’? may be taken ın the sensé 
of ‘ninefold’, specially because, as a matter of fact, each thread of the sacied 
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thread is actually made up of nine-fold threads. The same may also be said 
in the case of the ‘trivrt’ character of the string (which may be held to be 
ninefold). Or, we may have recourse to the reasoning that, inasmuch as 
when the word ‘ trivri’ has been found to be used in the sense of ‘ nine’ with 
reference to the Stofriy@ verses, it can be used only in such cases where 
there is a possibility of the number nine ; in cases where the object referred 
to has a different number, we can admit the Vedic signification to be second- 
ary, and the popular signification to be the primary one; and in such cases, 
inasmuch as the popular signification is the primary one, we should accept 
this in preference to the Vedic sense,—a point that we shall explain in detail 
in the following Sätra (the 10th). 

In ihe same manner, the word ‘caru’ having its unreasonable multi- 
farious expressiveness barred, it comes to be restricted to a single meaning; 
and this single meaning is necessarily accepted to be ‘ cooked rice,’ which 
is sanctioned by the Veda as well as by the usage of persons versed in the 
sacrificial science. 

As forthe words ‘ aevabdlah’ and ‘ aikehavi,’ inasmuch as their signi- 
fications of ‘reed’ and ‘ the root of the reed’ respectively, belong to the 
words conventionally taken as independent wholes (apart from any idea of 
their component parts), and are sanctioned by the usage of the Veda, they 
cannot but be admitted to have an authority greater than that of the ordinary 
popular meanings, which are based upon the significations of the com- 
ponent parts of the words (which are admitted by all to be weaker than 
the significations that are based upon convention through and through). 
And from this, too, we conclude the signification sanctioned by the Veda 
to have a greater authority than that of popular signification. 

In the case of the ‘ Cyéna’ sacrifice which has been compared to the 
Cyéna bird, though the word ‘ Cyéna’ in this connection cannot but be held 
to have been accepted as the name of the sacrifice, only by secondary or 
indirect signification, yet it is this secondary signification (of the name of 
the -sacrifice) that is accepted, in such passages as ‘the other procedures 
are exactly like those of the Gyéna’; where the word ‘ Cyéna’ is taken to 
mean the Cyéna sacrifice, though it is the secondary figurative meaning ; 
simply because as sanctioned by the scriptures, it cannot but be accepted as 
of greater authority, in matters relating to Dharma. 

Even though the signification is an indirect and secondary one, yet it 
is the more authoritative; because as sanctioned by the Veda, it cannot by 
any means be set aside. A meaning that is accepted by the Veda can 
never be set aside by anyone, no matter whether it be the secondary or the 
indirect one, or got at by a splitting of the sentence. 

Nor can the Adhikarana, as thus explained, be said to be a mere repe- 
tition of what is going to be explained under the Sūtra I—iv—29; because 
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in the case treated of here, there 1s no doubt with regard to any of the two 
significations considered That ıs to Say, just as there is no doubt with 
regard to the popular signification beg correct with regard to 1ts own 
objects, so too there is none with regard to the Vedic sigmfication , and 
hence there is every likelihood of the latter being set aside by the former 
(whereas the Stra I~—1v—29 deals with cases of doubtful significations of 
words) 

For these reasons, we conclude that it is the signification based 
upon the scriptures that has the superior authority, and ıt does not 
resemble stray popular usages, which are scattered far apart, and often 
mixed (with mistakes and maccuracies). 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[Treating of the authority of words as used by the Mlécchas.] 


Sutra Qo). (The word used by the Mieccha) should be 


recognised as sanctioned by the Veda, because there is no contra- 
diction of any authority. 


There are certain words (used even in the Veda) that are not in use 
among the people of Aryavarta: (1) And we now proceed to consider 
whether or not we should accept the meaning that is given to them by 
the Mlécchas. (2) The second point for consideration is whether greater 
authority is to be attached to the meaning that may be got out of the 
etymological or grammatical roots and bases of these words, or to that which 
is sanctioned by usage among the Mlécchas. Even though the au thority 
of the supporters of the latter is distinctly weaker, yet it appears to be 
more authoritative; because of the fact of the conventional meaning of 
the word as a whole being admittedly more authoritative (than that 
which is got at grammatically or etymologically). And we have now got 
to consider the point as to, between the weakness of the supporters and 
the inherent strength of the word itself, which should carry the greater 
weight. (8) The third point that will have to be considered, in connec- 
tion with this, is whether greater authority attaches to the meaning got 
at through the etymological and grammatical basis of the word, as being 
the one sanctioned by the scriptures, or is it the less authoritative, as 
being due to the breaking up of the component parts of the word. 

Thus then, there being many doubtful points on the subject, we have 
‘the following— | 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The meaning got from the etymological and grammatical bases has 

“a greater authority; because even though this would be a newly assumed 

“ meaning, yet, as being based upon (grammatical) scriptures, it cannot but 

“ be held to have a greater authority. For certainly, it is better to accept 

“the authority of that which has a proper basis, even though it be one 
28 
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“ that has got to be newly assumed, than that of one which, though well- 
“ established, ıs faulty in its o12g1n 

“ How could words occurring in the Veda be taken ın the sense that 
“is recognised only among the Mlécchas ° Specially when the very sight 
“ of a Mléccha, makes us stop our recitation of the Veda Nor is ıt allow- 
“able fo. the people of Aryavaita to have a conversation or consultation 
“ with the Mléccha, and hence how could we ever come to know the 
sense in which any word may be current among them ? 

“ Thus then, not knowing any usage sanctioning a particula: mear- 
“ing of a word, the person (that would depend upon the usage of the 
“ Mlēcchas) would have to seek after such usage among all Mléccha conn- 
“ tries, and there would be nothing left to be done by the commentaries 
“ (upon the Veda) And then, too, the countries inhabited by the Mlécchas 
“ bemg mnumerable, how could one succeed ın getting at all their usages ? 
“ And if any such usage were not found with regard to any particular 
“ word, the signification of that word would always remain doubtful, and 
“certainly ıb would scarcely be possible for us to ascertain the endless 
“ usages of the innumerable countries of the Mlécchas 

“ And (not finding such usage with regard to any word) if we were to 
“ deduce a meaning from the 1oots of the word, by the help of the commen- 
“ taries and gammas, this would come to be set aside and rejected, if afte: 
“ two or three days, a contrary usage of the Mlécchas happened to be found 
“out 

“ On the other hand, ıf we totally reject the authouity of the usages ot 
“the Mlécchas, then ıt would be quite practicable to hunt up usages (with 
“Jogad to the signification of a word) in Arydvaita itself, and this 
“ bemg a single country limited within reasonable bounds, the existence o1 
“ non-existence of a usage, would be easily found out ın a short time, and 
‘ thereby the commentaries, &c , also would come to have their use 1n the 
“ ointing out of meanings (with regard to which we could not find any 
‘“usxec) Thusthen, for the sake of the usefulness of these commentaries, 
“ &c, at becomes a necessity to reject the authority of the usages of the 
“ Mlécch's 

‘And again, inasmuch as the Mlécchas are found to have no regard, 
“ for Dharma, it 1s Just possible that they may have distorted the meanings 
* of words, exactly as they are found to have distorted the forms of words, 
“ because we do nvt find a single sanskria (or coriect) word ın use among 
“ them 

«Though there are a few words in use among them that appear lke 
“ sanskria words, yet these are found to be used im senses other than 
“ those recognised by us, and as even these are used without the neces- 
“sary affixes, &c, they are not properly expressive, and as such they 
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“can never be held to have any real denotation Even when an Ai ya 
" attempts to find traces of his own (sanskria) words among those of the 
* Mlécchas, he can only find them by proupmg together the letters of two 
“ different words (e g , ın “a custom,’ they find the sansiria word ‘ ka’), and 
“sometimes he finds therein his own words, either a little too short, a one 
** too long 

“ As for example, in the Dravida language, though all words are used 
“as ending in the consonant, yet the Aryas are found to assumein them 
“ the affixes, &c, that can be appended only to words ending in vowels, 
“and thence make the words give a sense, ın accordance with then own 
“(sanskrta), language For instance, when the Dravidas call ‘nee,’ 
“cor, the Arya reads in ıt his own word ‘cora’ (thief), and comprehend: 
“the meaning accordingly And when the Dravidas call the oañ ‘ ata,’ 
“ he reads 16 as ‘atarah,’ and declares that as the road 1s difficult to cross, 
“ifis really ‘atara’ (uncrossable) Similarly they call the snake ‘ pap,’ 
‘and he takes ıt as ‘ p@pa’ (evil), and argues that the snake 1s 1eally an 
“ evl animal So, too, in the case of the word ‘mal’ which they use in 
“the sense of the woman, the word is taken as ‘mala’ The wod 
‘tear, used by them im the cense of the stomach, 19 taken as ‘rane’ 
“ (enemy), and the use is justified on the giound of the hungry man 
“being capable of doing many sinful deeds, which proves that the stomach 
“ig an enemy of the man 

‘Thus then, when the A1ya stands in need of such groundless assump- 
“tions, even 1n the case of the words current among the Dravidas (who 
‘inhabit a part of Aryavarta i1tself),—how could we ever reasonably 
‘¢ deduce sanskria words from those current among such distant peoples 
‘Cag the Parsis, the Barbaras (Barbarians), the Yavanas (Greeks), the Rau- 
“ makas (Romans), and the hke 

“ Hence we conclude that those words of the Mlécchas that are accept- 
“ed (or used) by the Aryas can never be fully trusted in the ascertain- 
“ ment of words or their meanings. Winle those meanings, that are got 
‘fiom the etymological or grammatical bases of the words—' pika, 
“c ngma, and the hke—, can be the only true ones” 


SIDDHANTA 


To all this, we make the following 1eply Hven among the Mlacchas, 
uf we find the word used by them to be exactly the one found in the 
Veda, we cannot but accept the sense that 1s imparted to it by them 
(an cases where the word 16 entirely foreign to our own vocabulary) 
As for the distorted forms of words, however, that are current in 
vaiious dialects, as there have been many modifications, we cannot 
easily discern the real from the unreal But when we find a certain word, 
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‘oka’ for instance, used ın the Veda and 1ts subsidiary sciences, and then 
subsequently we find exactly the same word current among the Mlécchas 
used by them as having a certain definite signification,—we can accept 
the word to have the same meaning in the Veda also; specially as such 
signification is not contrary to any other authority 

That ıs to say, im the case of such words as] “ prika,” “néma,” and 
the lıke, when met with ın the Veda, in connection with certain sacri- 
fices, when the matter is duly pondered over, if a person happens to be 
conversant with the two languages, he finds that the words are used 
im a' certain sense among the Mlécchas, and from this he can reasonably 
take them in the same sense ın the Veda also, specially when such inter- 
pretation is not against the authority of the Veda with regard to Dharma 


(The 2nd interpretation of the Sutra). And again, the action of man 
being dependent upon his comprehension of the relation between the 
meanings and the words (used in the Injunction addressed to him), 16 38 
quite reasonable for him, with a view to the correct comprehension of the 
sentence, to have recourse to any usage that he may come across. Hence 
in the case of the words ‘ mka, &c., the sense, ın which we find them used 
by the Mlécchas, not being against any authorities, must be admitted to be 
pointed ont by the Veda itself. 


(The 3:4 intepretation of the Sitra), The word ‘codziam’ (laid down, 
pointed out) may be taken with ‘pramanéna,’ ie., ‘védéna,’ (by the authority 
of the Veda), and the meaning then would be that, masmuch as such 
usage of the Mléccha is pointed out by the Veda, it can very well be 
accepted, specially as 16 is not against the Aryas, who actually stand m 
need of somo such usage (for the proper understanding of certain Vedic 
texts). 

Just as when such words as ‘loma’ (hair) are used in the Veda, the 
priests themselves do not quite understand what the word exactly 
denotes; and they ascertain its exact meaning only by referring to such 
people (always of the lowest classes) as are always engaged in kill- 
ing animals (whose authority is accepted on the point as unimpeach- 
able). In the same manner, ıt ıs laid down in the Veda, that at 
the ‘Nishddéshti,’ ıt 18 only a false com that can be given as the final 
gift; and the point, as to whether or not any particular coin is false, 1s 
decided on the sole authority of persons (always of very low character) 
who carry on a business in such coins. Exactly ın the same manner, 
when we find such words as ‘ pika, ‘nema,’ ‘ tamarasa,’ used in the Veda, 
and find that we cannot ascertain their meaning either from the Veda 
itself or from the usages of the Aryas, we can certainly accept the meanings 
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imparted to them by the Mlēcčhas. Specially as such acceptance would 
be quite in keeping with our own authority: as it would not be 
contrary to our theory that the eternal significations of eternal words 
can be ascertained by means of the usages of men (and certainly tho 
Miécchas are also men). 

It has been argued above that the scripture being stronger in its 
authority the usage of the Mléccha cannot be accepted. But this is 
scarcely correct ; because when there is no contradiction, there is no harm 
in accepting the weaker; that alone is to be totally rejected which, on 
the very face of it, is distinctly untrue, and incapable of any support, 
exactly like the perception of the mirage and the like. And that (Usage 
of the Mléccha),--which is rejected as unauthoritative on the sole ground 
of its being contrary to the stronger authority (of the Veda or of Arya 
usage),—cannot but be accepted as authoritative, when there is no such 
contradiction. And certainly we can find no contradiction in the ease 
of the words ‘pika, &c., with regard to which we know of no other nsage 
(among the Aryas) that could be contradicted. 

It is for this very reason that in the case of the meaning of Vedic 
sentences, we can assert the superior authority of only such usages of ihe 
learned Aryas as are bearing upon the words and objects in question. 
That is to say, it is only when there is a usage among the Aryas, that we 
accept it as of superior authority ; and the assertion of such authority in the 
absence of the usage itself would be exactly like a description of tue strength 
of the son of a barren woman. For instance, in the case of the Smrti 
passages dealing with the Ashiaka, &c., which relate to things traascenden- 
tal, and have their origin in the Veda,—as also in the case of the words 
‘cow,’ &c., and their meanings,—it is true that the Aryas are more trust- 
worthy and more competent, But in the case of the wiede ‘pika’ and 
the like, all that the Arya usage does, is to point out that they are words 
expressive of certain meanings, without hinting anything as to what these 
meanings are; and it is here that the operation of the Arya usage ceases; 
consequently, then, we ascertain these meanings from the usages of the 
Mlscchas,—these usages too, like the words, being such as pertain to the 
relations of words and meaxfings, based upon a beginningless use of the words 
for the purpose of the accomplishment of the comprehension of visible 
objects. And in this there is no contradiction of any higher authority 5 
on the other hand, a distinctly useful purpose (in the shape of the under- 
standing of the Vedic text) is served. 

As for the commentaries, é&c., we do not find them pointing out any 
other meanings’ of the words in question, which would serve our purpost 
(of understanding the Veda), and thereby enable rs to reject the naages of 
others (viz., the Mlécchas). And there can be no doubt that a usage that 
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18 already well-established 1s moire authozitative than that which 18 newly 
assumed , and hence, so long as we have the former, there can be no room 
for the latte: 

As for the comparative strength of the upholders of different usages 
(viz, the Mlécchas and the Aryas), the superior authority of the latter 
has been laid down only ın matters relating to Dharma directly ; as for the 
ordinary worldly things, such as agiiculture and the hke, all usages 
are equally authoritative Consequently, m matters relating to memal 
service, house-building, and the hke, we can freely admit the superior 
authority of the Mlécchas 

In matters relating to the correct forms of words, however, we find 
that the Mlécchas are not very expert, and as such hkely to be gradually 
losing the corect forms, and hence now no longer able to discern the 
corect from the imecorrect But if a certain word happens to retain 
its original correct form, even ın their usage, this use of theirs would be as 
eternally traditional as any words in Arya usage, and as such how could 
he set them aside? Specially in the cases of such words as ‘patrorna’ 
(a silken or jute fabric), ‘vGraviinag’ (armour) and the like, as these 
articles are produced only in the Mléccha countries, 1f they did not point 
out what they meant, how could we comprehend the words ? 

Hence, we conclude that the usage of the Mléccha cannot be held to be 
of an inferior authority 

As for the Nirukta and other commentaries, &c, they operate only in 
connection with well-established facts and things, and that, too, only by 
means of such established thimgs and facts and they cannot function 
towards such objects as are not established (or known). That ıs to say, 
all that the Niruktas do,is to explain the words that are already in use 
among the people, and these too are explained only as pertainmg to certain 
actions denoted by the roots, &c, that constitute the words And all that 
Gramma. does 1s to point out the correct forms of only such words as have 
then significations fully known, and it ıs only once m a way that the 
meaning of a word 1s pointed out. And as such, these two (the Nirukta 
and Grammar) cannot serve to set aside an usage, even though weaker, 
when dealing with subjects other than their own specified ones (explamed 
above) 

Tn tho case of a word, where we fail to find any usage, however much 
we search for it, we would be forced to have recourse to an assumption of 
us meaning, by means of the etymological explanations afforded by the 
Nnukta, & Though such assumptions would be confused and in diverse 
torma, and as such giving 11sec to many doubts, yet when there are no other 
means at our disposal, we cannot but have recourse to them 

Nor can it be urged that, inasmuch as the Nuukta, &c, would not 
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help in pointing out the meanings of words, they would be useless. Because 
they have their use in helping in the proper accomplishment of sacrifices: 
which is possible only by means of a knowledge of the Veda with all its 
subsidiary sciences. For instance, we read in the Mahabharata. “Being 
great and relating tothe family of Bharata, this work is called the ‘Maha- 
bharata’; and one who knows this signification of the word, becomes freed 
from all sins.” 

And (1) inasmuch as the accomplishment of such results as Heaven 
and the like are brought about by means of only such actions as are per- 
formed with a full knowledge of them, derived from the Veda as aided 
by its six subsidiary sciences, the Nirukta and the like;—and (2) as even 
though the forms of the words themselves are kuown, yet the real 
transcendental results do not follow, until one has duly comprehended the 
sentence with the help of a due cognition of the meanings of words, 
as pointed out by the component roots, &c., which are explained in 
the Nirukta,—we conclude that even with regard to the comprehension 
of such words (‘ pika, &c.), as are used among the Mlécchas only, the 
Nirukta, &c., are not without their use (which lies in the helping towards 
the proper accomplishment of the transcendental results). 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 
THERE IS NO INDEPLNDENT AUTHORITATIVENESS IN IHE KALPASULRAS 


Sutra (17). Ifit be urged that “they constitute the science of 
rituals.” — 


With reference to the Kalpasūiras, we proceed to consider the following 
points — 

(A) Whether, hke the Veda, the Kalpasūtras are self-sufficient in their 
authority, or are they, like the Maniras and the Brihmanas, a part of the 
Veda itself? (This quiry is necessary, because) the case of these Sdtras 
is not identical with the Smriti, imasmuch as they are mere compilations 
of what 1s directly laid down m the Veda 

Question : What are Kalpas ? And what are the Saizas ? 

The answer is that the Kalpas are those tieatises that pomt out the 
methods of sacrifices, in the form of well-established regulations, and the 
Kalpasitras are those that serve to point them out. They are called 
‘ Kalpas’ because of their laying down (kalpandat) of the sacrificial proce- 
dure, and thereby helping in the accomplishment of sacrifices, and the 
Siitras are so called, because of their pownting out (sūcanāt) the said proce. 
dure . Inasmuch as, with regard to each sacrifice, the Kalpas themselves 
lay down the rules of procedure, they appear in the form of the bare state- 
ment of facts (without any explanations or embellishments), as we find to 
be actually the case,im the works compiled by Baudhayana, Varaha, 
Macaka and others, While the Sutras serve to explain the technical uses 
of words, and thereby to differentiate between general rules and excep- 
tions; and they contain arguments and instances (ın support of what they 
lay down) , hence it is only that which fulfils these conditions that can be 
called a ‘ Sdira’, such are the works compiled by Agvalayana, Vaijavap1, 
D:ähyäyani, Latiya, and Katyayana. 

[A] And there 1s a great difference between the status of the Kalpa- 
sütras and that of the ordimary Smriis; because, while the former lay down 
the rnles of sacrificial procedure exactly as are pomted out in the Vedic 
texts that are directly available, the latter are compilations based presump- 
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ably upon such Vedic texts as have become lost, and whose existence 
can at best be only inferred , and for this reason the authority of the Kalpa- 
sitvas could not be made dependent entuely upon the arguments that 
have been brought forward ma previous Adhikarana m suppo.t of the 
authority of the Smrirs 

fv sily, because in that Adhihai una, the Pi. vapakeha, as contained m the 
list Sara of this Pada, beses it» arguments upon the fact of the Suras not 
neng based upon the Veda, and this could not be urged against the Kulpa 
stilias, because texis ın support of these are ducctly available in the Veda; 
«nd for tlus reason they caanot be said to be devoid of Vediv authority. 
Aud secondly, becanse the Padi vupakshw cannot declare these Slas to bo 
absolaicly false, as ıt does ın the caseof the Savis In the AdhiAwana on 
Smith, the Pivapaksha having weed the uneucshoritative character ot 
the Sits on the ground of the having no basis in the Veda, the 
Middhānta has established ther autho.ity as being based upon assumed 
Verc texts (see above) And the Kulpastitnas have nos heen mcluded thee 
advisedly, because the agumen fs of that Paicapaksha are not applical le 
to them (as ihey cannot be said to de ‘ agabda,’ ‘non- Vedic’) 

Then agai, im the present AdhkiAaraaa alsa, We aic not gomg 
io prove the anthoritatiyeness of these Situs, (hecanse there can be 
no doubt as to that), al? Lhat we p oceed to prove as the fact that tney have 
no authority of their own, as apart tiom that of the Vola 


[B] O21, we may admit that the former Adkiharana also refers tu the 
Kalpasitias and the present one applies to the Siml also, because these 
latter too have no independent authority of then own (The former Adh- 
harana may be taken to have established tho authmitative charscier of the 
Sm lis, as also of the Kalpasiiras, and the present proving the fuet wf none 
of these two having an authority apart from the Veda) 

Now then, 1f the Smriis be admitted to have any authoutyin matters 
relating to Dharma, then they would either become the Veda itself, or bo 
equal to the Veda in authority, and as such they could be said to have an 
authority of thew own, independently of,inferred corrcboiative Vedic texts, 


[C]. Or, by the word ‘prayogagistra’ we can take the subsidiary 
sciences of (Crlsha, &c). And these may be considered equal to the Veda, 
specially as the Smrtis have spoken of them as xing the Veda “The 
name Veda is applied to the Mantia and the Brahmana, aud some people 
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apply it to all the six subsidiary sciences,” where it ıs clearly stated that 
the subsidiary sciences are also called the ‘Veda.’ And hence, the convic- 
tion might very well arise, that these also are the Veda, having an 
uidependent authority of their own And for these reasons, ıt becomes 
absolutely necessary to consider the matter from a different standpoint. 


[D]. Or, the Adhkikarana may be taken altogether differently, as 
dealing with the scriptures of the Bauddhas The character of the Smrt 
haviug been denied to them (in a previous Adhtkarana), they may be 
taken as similar to the various recensions of the Veda, and this notion 
has got to be set aside The Bauddhas are found to declare thus 
“The scriptures of the Banddha bemg taken either as composed m 
accordance with facts, or as not being a product (of human agency) at all, 
there can be no doubt as to the eternal character of the Dharma as 
delineated in them” Thus, then, if these Bauddha scriptures come to be 
as eternal as the Veda, then even those Dharmas (Duties) that are 
Jaid down in them would be such as have the Veda fo thew sole authority 
(which has been laid down as the sole characteristic of our 1dea of Dharma, 
which ıs quite contrary to that of the Bauddhas) And thus one (the 
Bauddha serıpture) who was not allowed by the armed wardens of Smriz 
to enter into the village (of Dharma) would now enter ıt by the open 
highway (of the Veda) 

Thus, then, all the above four questions bemg capable of being dealt 
with together, the inquuy that ıs carried on with ispecial reference to the 
Kalpasiitras would apply to all others , and ıb ıs for this reason that the 
Bhashya has cited the Kalpasitras only. 


On the question of the status of the Kalpasitras, we have the following— 
PURVAPAKSHA. 
[A]. Kalpasiitas. 


* Thore ıs nodoubt that the Kalpasitras constitute the science of 
“ Rituals, and as such the character of the Veda can never be denied to them 
“ Or, they may be taken as entirely independent of the Veda, havimg an 
‘authority of their own, as the Veda itself has sanctioned then authority 
‘fin matters relating to Dharma. Or, they may be taken as the Veda itself, 


“on the ground of there being many points of agreement between them 
“and the Veda. 
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“It may be argued that, on account of their having been composed by 
“ human authors, they can be admitted neither to be the Veda itself, nor 
“ to be equal to the Veda in authority, But we can prove the fact of their 
“ being independent of human agency, exactly as we have done with regard 
* to the Veda ; the names of ‘ Macaka’ and the rest (as pertaining to the 
“ Kalpasiitras) may be explained on the same grounds as the names 
“< Kathaka,’ &c., as pertaining to the Veda, That is to say, just as the 
“ Vedic texts repeated by Katha having come to be known by the name of 
“< Kāthaka, the application of the name does not debar us from proving 
“ the eternality of these texts; in the same manner, we could also hold the 
*‘ eternality of the Kalpasūtras that have only been repeated by Magaka and 
“others. Or, just as in the case of the different Samas, even though each 
“ of them is called after a distinct Rshi, that does not serve to deprive them 
‘f of their eternality ; so, in the same manner, the fact of the Kalpasitt:as 
** being called after certain persons cannot deprive them of theirs. 

“ Because, even in the case of the Kalpasūiras, we do not find any men- 
“ tion of authors that are not Rshis;and as for the authorship of Rshis, 
“ ib is a fact common to these Siiras and the Veda. For instance, weread 
“with regard to the mantra called Catgava: ‘ It is called Caigava, because 
“ Angiras wasa child, and yet an author among the composers of the 
“& mantra ’—where itis clear that the word ‘ composer ’ or ‘ author’ means 
“ * one who used” ( Angiras having brought the particular mantra into use). 
“ In the same manner, the word ‘author’ as applied to the compilers of 
“the Kalpasiitras may be taken as signifying ‘one who uses) 

“Tw connection with the injunction of the daily duties of the 
“ Brahmana, we read (in the Veda):—‘ knowing this, the Brahmana should 
“read the Veda’; and then proceeding to lay down the details of this 
“study, the passage continnes— ‘ he should read the Rk, the Yajush, 
“ the Sama, the Brahmanas, the Itihasas and Puranas, the Kalpas’; and as 
“ this passage distinctly lays down the K alpas as to be read every day like 
“the Veda, it is clear that they too are Arsha- (a name applied to Vedic 
“< mantras); specially’ as it is absolutely impossible for any works of ordi- 
“ nary men to be mentioned in an eternal (Vedic) injunction as accomplish- 
“ing a certain Dharma by means of its study. 

“& Then again, (L) because some of the Brahmanas too—those of the 
“ Aruna and the Parāçara Cikhas—are in the form of Kalpas ; (2} because 
“ persons learned in the sacrifices accept these Brahbmanas to have exactly 
“the same authority as the Kalpas belonging to the Cakhas other than 
“their own; and (3) because a few mantras that are mentioned in the 
“ Kalpas are actually employed at sacrifices, exactly like the manfras of the 
“ other Cakhis,—we cannot but accept the Kulpas to be equal to the Veda 
“ in authority. 
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“Then, again, the word ‘ashéya’ 1s accepted as synonymous with 
“eternal,” and all the Kalpas are known as ‘arshéya ,’ (and this also points 
“to their eternal character) 

“ The authors of the Kalpasitras too—such as Lati and Drahyayam— 
“while dealing with the authonty of the Kalpas, have declared that 
“the Macaka Kalpa is found to lay down that which is dnectly percep- 
“tible, and as such being an Grsha, ıt does not stand m need of the 
“assumption of corroborative texts, this shows that they have 
‘admitted the authority of the Arsha Kalpa to be superior to the 
“injunctions contained in the Brahmanas. Katyiyana also, mm the section 
‘dealing with the Lakshanasiira, has declared, ın the closing sentences 
“of the section on the hymns laid down in the Brāhmanas as to 
“be sung at the sacrifices,—‘we will not act according to the 
“injunctions of the Brahmanas as apart from the Kalpas, as we will, in 
“accordance with those contamed in the Magaka Kalpa’ So, too, ın connec- 
“tion with the Pidyaniya Sama sung at the Agniwhtoma, vt 18 laid down 
“in the Pancavinga-Biathmana that there ıs an option between the 
“ Yayndyajniya and the Ja abodhiya Sfimas, hence either the one or the 
“other may be sung, but under the Sätra ‘ Ja adsat, Katyiyana has laid 
“down that the Jardbodhiya Sama is to be sung as the third from the 
“ Gayatra Sima, as occurring among the seven Sdmas that constitute the 
“ Aabhava Hymn (and have nothing to do with the Präyamya) In connec- 
“tion with the Arbhaca Hymn, the Sama that appears next after the 
“ Qūyatia, has been named by him ‘Sam,’ and next after this he men- 
“tions the Jarébodhiya referred to by him by quoting a part of the first 
“word of this Sama, while by means of the word ‘dhë; which 1s the 
name ofthe Agnishioma Sdéma im com ection with the Jyoteshtoma, 1t has 
“been shown that ıt is the Ycjrfyagniya alone that ıs held to be the 
“ Sama belonging to the Aguishtoma And certainly, if Katyayana would 
“have considered the Biahmana to be superior to the Kalpa, he should 
‘nnhesitatingly have accepted the option that is distinctly laid down 
“in the Brahmana. 

“And certainly the rule, that has been laid down by such a person 
“as Katyayana, whois known to have been learned in many Vedas, can 
“ never be declared to be illogical, by people lıke ourselves (who have not 
“studied a single Veda fully). Even the Veda itaelf has declared the 
“ ynimpeachable authority of the declarations of great teachers, and certainly 
“ the authors of the Subsidiary Sciences were all ‘ great teachers ’ 

“ Again, just as all rescensions of the Veda are admitted to be equal 
“an their authority, on the ground of their agreeing with one another,— 

‘in the same manner, and on the same ground, we could accept the Kalpa- 
“ sutras to be equal to the Veda, in authority. 
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four 


“ Even the assertions of untiustworthy persons are accepted as 
“true, when found to be corroborated by other means of knowledge, how, 
“then, can 1t be denied in the case of the assertions of persons universally 
“held to be truthful ° specially when the assertions of such persons, are 
“found to be in keeping with those in the Veda, and thereby asce1taimed 
“to be trae,—who can reasonably declare otherwise ? 

“And again, as a matter of fact, we find the persons learned in 
“sacrifices to be performing sacrifices by the help of the Kalpas, even 
“without (any knowledge of) the Veda, while with the help of the Mantra 
“and Brahmana portions of the Veda, without that of the Kalpas, they 
“are never able to perfoim any. 

“The authority of long-established tradition, too, 1s equal in the two 
“cases of the Manta and the Kalpa, as is shown by the details laid 
“down in connection with the mjunction of Vedic study,—the sentence 
“above quoted containing the name of the Kalpas, together with those 
“of the Mantra, the Brahmana and the rest. And the agents of tradition 
“(1e, the genteel people of our own day), as also the students of the 
“Veda, are found to be making as great efforts to learn the Kalpasiiiras, 
“as they doin that of the Mantra and the Bidhmana 

“ As the uses of the different portions of the Veda keep on continu- 
“ously revolving, like the moving of a pulley, no Veda 1s held to be 
“ complete in all its parts, without the Kalpasdiras 

“ Hence, we conclude that this science of Rituals, the Kalpasiiras, &c , 
“ must be either the Veda itself, or equal to the Veda in authority 


[Band C] Kalpasiiras and Smrtis. 


“The above arguments would also prove that the character of 
“the Veda belongs to the ordinary Smriis, as also to the six Subsidiary 
“Sciences, or these too, lıke the Kalpasitras, may be held to be equal 
“to it in authority. How can any person knowing the Veda deny the 
“character of the science or Scripture Method to such Smrtis as have al- 
“ways been known as Dharmagastoa (scripture of Dharma)? Specially as 
“the Vedas, its six Subsidiary Sciences, and the Dharmagastias, are all 
“counted together, by persons knowing the Veda, as constituting the 
“ Fourteen Sciences 

“And further, just as we find Mantras pointing to the actions laid 
“down ın the Brahmanas, so also we find Mantras poimting to those laid 
«down in the Dharmacastras—such as the Ashtakd and the like In the 
“same manner, such penances,—as the performance of the Avakiriné 
“sacrifice, the Krcechra, the Candidyana and the like,—being distinctly 
“nointed out by Vedic Mantras, how can they be said to be contrary to 
“the Veda? Then again, the description in the Mantras of the young 
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“ Riāhmana boy as being without his Çıkha, which speaks of ihe absence 
“of Ins Çikhā as a well-established fact, cannot but be taken as authorisıng 
“ the tonsure of the Biähmana, which 1s clearly enjoined in the Smrtis, and as 
“such how could this tonsure ceremony be said to be contrary to the Veda ? 

“Thus then, why should we seek to assume Vedic texts ın support 
“of the Smrt myunctions, when these latter themselves can be accepted 
“either as Veda itself, o: equal to ıt ın authority If we have to assumea 
“« Vedic text, the fact of the injunction being based upon the Veda would 
“make ıt necessary for us to accept the injunction as eternal, and cer- 
“tamly 1t 1s much better to assert 1ts eternality, just as ıt 13 found in the 
“ Smrit, without calling in the mtermediate aid of the Vedic text And 
“ certainly, the Smrtz-injunctions being themselves well-established facts, 
“ıt ıs far easier to admit them to be eternal in themselves, or they may 
“be accepted to be Veda itself, ou the ground of their dealing with the 
“the same subjects as the Veda 

“Consequently then, inasmuch as we do not find any beginning of 
“these Smriis, even during thousands of years, we cannot admit them to 
“be non-eternal, but based upon an eternal basis Because, as a 
« matter of fact, 1t 1s far more reasonable to assume that the texts as we 
“find them in the Smrirs are the very same that we assume to be present 
“an the Veda (and this does away with the assumption of a different text 
“ for each Smrti-injunction) 

( “And it stands to reason that, while laying down their teachings for the 
“sake of students learned in the Veda, Manu and others could not but 
“ have biought forward the direct texts of the Vedas themselves Conse- 
“quentlv, 16 would appear that these authors, ın their compilations, have 
“only brought together the Vedic texts themselves For ın the presence of 
“the Vedic texts (whose existence all parties admit), who could accept their 
“counterparts (as put together in the Smrti) ? 

“ Then again, nem ach as we do not find any counterparts of the 
“ Dharmugastras composed, even till now, we cannot admit the composition 
“of any counterparts of the Vedas It may be argued that Manu and others 
“did not bing together the Vedic texts themselves, fot, im so doing, they 
‘would have disturbed the continuity of the verbal text of the Veda, but 
“by arguing on these limes, we would have to adit that they did not 
“compose the Smriis Because when they did not dare to quote the Vedic 
“texts im parts, —how could they have ever thought of writing a work, 
“ to replace the Veda itself ? 

“It ıs a fact admitted on all hands that the actions laid down in the 
“Veda can bring about their proper results, only when they are learnt 
“ From the Veda itself, and not from those that are learnt from other works 
“of human anthois , as these would be similar to the actions inferred from 
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“ false semblances of the Vedic mantras, And ıt 1s evident that Manu and 
“others did not compose any counterparts of the Mantras, simply þe- 
“cause they were ‘sure of the fact of the meapability of such counterpart 
“ Mantras to bing about proper results , and on the same grounds, ıt must 
“ be held that they could not have composed the counte: parts of the Bih- 
“manas either, as they knew ıt equally well that Actions that are not 
“laid down in the Veda do not bring about proper results 

“Nor can ıb be held that the Smris are the orderly collections of 
“ Vedic texts scattered in different portions of the various Vedas (and as 
“such, they would be the products of human agency) Because the Smriis 
“are distinctly recognised as independent works of a certain form That 
“is to say, 1b 18 far mors reasonable to hold that there 1s a distinct Veda in 
“the exact form of the Smriis themselves, than to assume that they have 
“ then basis in assumed Vedic texts 

‘ Thus then, ıt ıs clear that the fact of the Smrtss constituting the 
“ Scripture of Action (Pr ayoga-gdsira) cannot but be admitted, if they are to be 
“accepted as having any authouty with 1egaid to Dharma For when 16 
“ has been already ascertained that Dharma rs that which has the Veda for 
“ais sole authority, anything that is not Veda, even ifit be a Bodhmana, 
“ cannot be accepted as having any authonity regarding Dharma 

‘¢ Thus then, 16 must be admitted, either that these Smrizs have no use 
“with regard to Dha:ma, or that they are so many Vedas, there can be 
“no intermediate course. It cannot be rightly held that they point out 
“the Dharma, and yet have to pomt to Vedic texts for them authority. 
‘“ Because their authority extends only so far as the significations of ther 
“words allow (That 1s tosay, in that case, the whole force of the Smt will 
“haye been taken up in pouting to the Vedic text, and they will be ab- 
“ solutely incapable of any action wıth regard to Dharma) Specially as, 
“ot we make the words ofthe Smt, renounce that (direct mention of 
“ Dharma) which they distinctly signify, and point to that (corroborative 
“ Vedic text) which 1s not signified by them, (on the giound of the incon- 
“sistency of the directly signified meaning),—then (we ask), inasmuch as 
“ this latter assumed Vedic text ıs also made to signify the same (mention 
‘ of Dharma) that had been previously signified by the Smrti text, how 
“can there be said to be an meonsistency in this latte: (which could be 
‘set aside by the said assumption)? (for 1f the mention of the particular 
“ Dharma 1s consistent, 161s as much so when signified by the Gm? irs, as 
‘‘ when expressed by an assumed Vedic text). Hence, we conclude that in 
“the matter of that Dharma which is directly mentioned by the Smiti 
“text itself, this text cannot but hase an authouty of its own, mdepen- 
“dontly of any intercession of the Veda. 
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[D] Bauddha Scrrptuies 

“The fact of the works of Buddha and others being Smrtes having 
* been set aside (ım a previous Adhikarana), we proceed to show that 
“ they have the characte: of the Scripture of Action (Prayogagish a), and 
‘Sag such are so many Vedas. 

“We can prove the eternality of the Bauddha scriptures by means 
“ofthe same arguments that have been brought forward to prove the 
“eternality of the Veda Asin the Vedas, so in these sc1iptures also, 
“their authority 1s self-sufficient, because of their being perfectly ex- 
“messive (and comprehensible) assertions, as we have no doubts as 
‘to their meanings, nor have we any mistaken ideas about them And 
“ beng, like the Vedas, without a human author, they are free from 
“all discrepancies consequent upon such origin, because, as in the 
“Vedas, so m these scriptures also, the possibility of a human author 1s 
‘absolutely demed As for the name ‘Buddha's Assertion,’ as applied to 
“ these scriptures, 1b only shows that they were explained (and not com- 
“ nosed) by Buddha, or that ıt was Buddha who saw (or found out) these 
‘scriptures, exactly as the names Ka@ihaka, Angirasa and the like are 
‘applied to certam recensions of the Veda In short, whatever arguments 
“ may be biought forward to establish the authority of the Veda, can all 
“ be used ın proving that of the Bauddha scriptures Consequently, just 
‘ag the character of the Scripture of Action belongs to the Veda, so too 
“can it be quite reasonably asserted by the Mimansaka to belong to the 
“ Bauddha scriptuies.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
To all this we make the following reply 
Sutra (12) Not so; because of the want of proper regularity. 


(It ıs Purvapaksha [D] that ıs taken up first) What has been said 
above appears to be distinctly irregular (in its argumentation) 

Asa matter of fact, with regard to any subject, people can have only 
one correct idea, as for other mistaken notions with 1egard to it, even 
though they do not appear in the man’s own mind, yet if they happen to be 
borrowed from another person, they cannot but be faulty (and incompatible 
with the former conviction) At the time that one ıs having a discussion 
with another person, ıt often happens that fresh arguments cross up in the 
disputant’s mind, being occasioned at that very tame, by the reasonings 
urged by bis opponent. Hence it so happens that though the person 
may be fully cognisant of his own standpoint, yet he is tempted to 
bring forward counter-arguments to those urged by his opponent, even 
though ın so doing, they retain a mere semblance of his own theory 
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Thus it is that the Cakyas, Vaibhasikas and other Buddhistic sects, 
being afraid of thearguments put forward by the Mimansaka, lose their heads 
completely, and make the astounding declaration that their scripture alsois 
eternal. They have such a hatred for the Veda, that they can never allow 
if any precedence over their own scriptures; and desiring to bare 
upon this fact of non-precedence of the Veda, the truthfulness of such 
assertions of theirs as are contrary to those of the Veda, they declare even 
those of their assertions as speak of ‘non-slaughter,’ &c., to be independent 
of the Veda, taking their stand upon pure reasoning. But in that case, 
their scriptures, being as they are composed by human authors, come to 
be taken as unauthoritative in regard to transcendental matters; and (in 
order to save themselves from this predicament) they are taken in and led 
astray (from their own path) by the semblances of the arguments that have 
been brought forward (by the Mimaasaka) to establish the eternality of 
the Veda. 

Even an ordinary Mimanisaka having proved the fact of human 
assertions having no authority with regard to transcendental matters, the 
Bauddhas find themselves unable to set aside the well-established and un- 
impeachable authoritative character of the Veda, from which all chance of 
discrepancies had been set aside by the single fact of its being independent 
of human agency; and thus finding no cogent arguments to bring forward 
against the Mimansaka, they lose their heart by having to fall back upon 
the device of repeating the arguments of the opponent; and having no 
reasons of their own to bring forward, they say—‘ Our seriptures are eternal” 
—forgetting in this all their own former declarations, and only apishly 
imitating the assertion of his opponent; and this action of theirs is exactly 
like that of an ignorant bridegroom, who was asked by his father-in-law 
what his gotra was; but not knowing what it was he said—“ My gotra is the 
same as yours” (not knowing that this would make his marriage impos- 
sible). 

And when taunted by the Mimansaka on the point of this argument 
belonging to the Mimansaka, and not to the Bauddhas, they turn round and 
say—“ It is our argument, stolen by the Mimansaka.” And certaiyly, if 
one were to shamelessly continue to bring forward such meaningless 
arguments, thereby seeking to deceive other people, he could never lose his 
point ! 

But by asserting the eternality of their scriptures, in imitation of the 
Veda, the Bauddhas give up their well-known theory of the momentary 
character ofall things. The Buddha has laid down the momentary character 
of all things that are brought into existence; such a text of the Banddhas 
being—“ All sanskdras (impressions) are momentary; and how can im- 
permanent things have any action? barring the two non entities (Desirue- 
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tion and Void) ‘all that xs cognesable 18 a product and is momeniary” They 
have the following textalso —‘‘ Inasmuch as, in accordance with a rule of 
the Intellect, a word can be related to a certain definite object, there can 
be no eternal manifestation of the object by the word, because (whether 
the manifestation be held to be brought about by a modification of the 
sense-organ, 01 by that of the object) in both cases such a mamfestation 
would be highly objectionable,”—which clearly shows that the Banddhas 
have always held the non-eternal character of the relations of words to 
then meanings, and under the cucumstances, the declaration of the eter- 
nality of the scriptures, ın contradiction to the aforesaid theory of non- 
eternahty, would only make a langhmg stock of the Banddha 

For certainly, if the weaver took up only the threads, and threw 
away the shuttle, when proceeding to weave a cloth, he would be striking 
with his fist at the sky So then, the eternality of words,—which is the 
staple wood on which the whole fabric of the eternality of scriptures 
stands—having been apparently burnt (denied, at least by the Bauddha) 
by means of the fire of fallacious arguments, ıt becomes impossible fo. the 
Bauddha to rear up the fabric anew (in regard to his own sciiptnies) 
As for the eternalty of usage (of words) (which the Banddha admits), 1t is 
synonymous with the efernality of actions (of words), and when the very 
relations of words and their meanings are declared to be transient, how can 
any usage based upon these (relations) be said to be eternal ? because upon 
what could the usage rest (1m the absence of the relations)? Consequently, 
those who do not admit the ete:nality of word, 1ts meaning and the relation 
between the two, can never reasonably hold the usage, which would have 
no legs to stand upon, to be eternal Because when the word, &e, will 
have disappeared, upon what could the usage rest ? 

Hence the assertion—“ This Dharma-scripture of the Bauddha 1s 
eternal’”—comes to be absolutely meaningless Specially as that which 1s 
momentarily disappeaiing can never be pointed out or spoken of as ‘this’, 
and hence 14 becomes all the more impossible for ıt to be spoken of as 
* eternal’ 

(1) Thus, then, there being no chance for the eternality of the seriptmes 
of those who hold the words to be transient, and 1t being impossible for hu- 
man assertions, treating of transcendental subjects, to be accepted as 
“Seriptures of Action,” —the authority of the Bauddha scriptures (in regard 
to Dharma) 1s denied, on the ground of “ asanniyama ”’—the meaning of this 
expression in this case being ‘the myama, or acceptance, of assativa or 
h ansent character (of all objects ın general, and of words in particular) ’ 

(2) Or, the scriptures of the Bauddha, the Jama and others, bemg full 
of incorrect words, they cannot be accepted as “scriptures,” “ because of 
assunniyama”—the meaning in this case being, ‘because they are composed 
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of incorrect words and expressions.’ Being fnll of vernacular words of te 
Magadhi and other languages, they are found to be very bad compositions. 
For instance, we meet in them with such expressions aS—ins MALATE, 
khavé kammavacca isisavé, ukkhitté lodammi më athi kūraqg palune paz 
thi kāranam anubhavé käranam ime sakkadā dharma sambhovan': cakfrand 
akāranā virasanti, amupyatit kdranam, and so forth. 

Thus, then, the words themselves being unreal, how could the objects 
denoted by them be accepted as real? And when we actually find the 
words to have deteriorated forms how can we accept them as eternal? 

Though in the case of the Veda too, we have such fallacious arguments 
as—‘the Veda is non-eternal, because it is a collection’of words and 
sentences, like the Mahabharata, &c.’—yet these can produce an idea of 
the transitoriness of the Veda, only so long as the actual form of the Veda 
has not been perceived. No sooner are the forms of the Rk, &e., per- 
ceived than the aforesaid conception of their transitoriness disappears 
entirely. 

Even when we know the mere beginnings of the Veda, we can never 
intelligently believe them to have been vomposed by human authors. In 
the ordinary world, we find that people, following the bent of ordinary 
experience, compose works of poetry, &c, in connection with the facts of 
ordinary life only by means of words that are in keeping with ordinary 
experience. And who could ever have composed the Rgveda, consisting 
as it does of words which have almost ‘never been met with in ordinary 
usage, and which have definitely regulated accents, spreading over 
sixty-four Prapithakas? How could the first verse of the Rgveda—“ I 
adore Agni, the foremost priest of the sacrifice, the glorious Deity, the 
Inviter, the receptacle of Jewels ”—ever be the assertion of aman? Where 
could he have found such a metrical method of expression, by the help of 
which he would compose the verse? What, too, would be his motive for 
composing it? Where has Agni been seen to be a ‘priest,’ that one 
could describe him as such? Where, too, has anyone met with the word 
: ila’ in the sense in which it is used in the passage? Where again, 
has it been found that Agniis the ‘Deity’ of the sacrifice? Because the Deity 
of each sacrifice is defined by Vedic injunctions alone. There is no such 
material class as ‘Deity’—(a ‘Deity’ is only the name of one to 
whom offerings are made,—and this could not be perceived by the ordinary 
means of worldly perception). Nor does any man know the fact of 
Agni, being either an “ Inviter” of the gods, ora “ receptacle of jewels ”; 
and certainly it is not possible to eulogise thuse properties tha* one knows 
nothing of. Hence we conclude that such assertious could be ruade only 
by the Veda as independent of everything else. . l 

Similarly in the case of the first mantra of the Yajarreda: “ O 
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Grass, &c ”—, how could such an assertion be made by a human being ? 
How, too, could people know of this manira being of use m the chopping 
of the twigs P Similarly, tov, how could the mantra “ Ur 92, &c.,” be known 
hy any man, capable of undeistandimg things before he does an act, 
to be of use m the washing of the twigs? What man again could 
lay down that the mantra ‘ Vayavah stha ’18 to be used in the separating 
of each calf from its mother (at the time of milking ıt) That 1s to say, 
that the word ‘:āyu’ m the plural mdicates each of the calves as 
separated fiom its mother could never have been thought of by any 
human being, given to thinking over things, 

So, too, in the case of the first mantra of the Simaveda, such forms 
(in singing) as— O gna 7,” &e—could never have been composed by a 
human being , as there appears to be no visible purpose for singing ıb in 
this form That ıs to say, how could any intelligent person transform the 
fully expressive woids of the verse—“ Agné ayahi, fc ”——into the form 
‘O gna,’ &e, which 1s never met wrth in ordinary parlance, and which 1s 
incapable of any grammatical construction ? So also, how could any 
intelligent person, unless he had lost his head, transform the correct ‘i’ 
in ‘ Vijaya,” the ‘ta’ mto € t,’ and the ‘ yë’ into ‘ aya’? 

Thus, then, we conclude, that the form of the Veda itself establishes the 
fact of tts bemg mmdependent of human agency There are only a very 
few passages zn the Veda, that resemble ordmary sentences , but in these 
too the learned detect certain Vedie peculiarities 

Hence, whenever the teachers, or the students, or other persons near them 
como to ponder ove: the words and sentences of the Veda, and their sigmifica- 
hons, they at once recogmse the fact of its being mdependent of human 
agoncy, whieh is clearly indicated by the Veda itself And since this 1s 
not enongh to convince the logicians outside the Vedic pale, all that 
the Mimansaka& hag done is to brng out such arguments from the Veda 
itself, as go to prove the mdependence of the Veda of all human agency; 
and thus the Mimansaké hag (by this unbelzef of the Banddha) only 
obtained tho glorious name (of having proved the independence of the Veda, 
which 18 really established by the Veda itself) 

On the other hand, in the case of the Bauddba scriptures, even though 
we come across, here and there, with words that appear to have been 
sorrectly uscd in their original forms ; yet, even in these eases we often find 

auch uses as those of ‘g7aynaptt’ Gn the sense of zanait), ‘vyndpte’ 
(—iijnatr), * pacyata’ (instead of dragyata) and so forth , and hence 1t1s very 
ruely that we find any pmely correct uses of words When such 1s the 
ease with words that appear to be correct, what can be said of those that 
are found to be used in forms that are more deteriorated than even the 
deteriorated vernaculars® For instance, in the case of the word ‘ blihhhavé í 
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quoted above, even m the Prakrta, we have often found the letter ē at 
the end of Accusative Plural, but never in the Nominative orin the Voca- 
tive; 1m place of the woid ‘sanskritā’ all that the Prakrta ıs found to do 
is to duplicate the ‘K,’ delete the nasal‘ n, ° and change the ‘g’ mto‘a’, 
and it does not add a ‘da’ sound, as is found to be done m the worl 
‘sakkad&’ quoted above which ıs thus found to have completely des‘roy<d 
the unimpeachable form of the word ‘sanskritā’ 

Thus, then, we conclude that on aecount of their being composed of 1n- 
correct words and expressions, the scripture of the Bauddha, &c, can never 
be held to be either a Veda, or an eternal scripture 

(3) Gramma supplies the only means of ascertaining the eternal 
and primitiveforms of words And while we find the Veda full of gram- 
matically correct words, we do not find the Bauddha seriptures to beso; 
and thus there being no strict observance of the grammatical forms of 
words in these latter, they cannot be accepted as semmptures In this case, 
the expression ‘ asannzyamat’ would mean ‘ because of there being no strict 
observance of grammatical rules ” 

(4). Or, the expression ‘asanmyamat’ may be taken as referring to 
the absence of any permanence in the Bauddha works, which did not 
exist (prior to their composition by Buddha), as is clearly proved by the 
Buddha himself, who seeks to establish the transitoriness of all things, om 
the ground of the momentary character of all that exists. 

(5) Or, the expression ‘ asanmyamdt’ may be explained as 
‘asatam nyamdt,’ which would mean that, masmuch as these works 
invauiably lay down such evil and false doctrines as the momentary 
character of things, the world being a mere vord, there bemg be no 
self, and so forth—or inasmuch as they seek to establish their con- 
elusion by false reasonings,—no authority can belong to] those decla- 
rations of Dharma that proceed fiom the same persons as have laid down 
the aforesaid doctrines 

Nor can these scriptures be held to be eternal, because there 1s a clean 
remembiance of their authors (Buddha, and others). And hence mm matters 
relating to Dharma, which 1s amenable only to an eternal scripture (as 
proved under Sita I—1—2), we cannot admit of the mndependent autho- 
rity of the Bauddha seriptures 


ersetrapeeeen Reg MNS 


(The Purvapakshas [B] and [C] and [A] are next taken ap ) 


In the case of all the Subsidiary Sciences and the Smrtzs too, inasmuch 
as we have a distinct knowledge with regard to their authors, they cannot 
be accepted as independent scriptmes (1n regard to Dharma}. (As urged 
under Pa: vapakshas, B and C ) 
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The some arguments also serve to set aside the independent authority 
of the Kaipaséisas (as urged in Pa vapaksha A , because of these too we 
know the authors, which fact 1. enengh to prove that they had no ex- 
istence before tney were composed by these authors (and as such they 
cannot be held to be eternal) The arguments that have been brought 
forward in support of the ete:nality of the Veda, are not applicable to the 
ense of tie Kaipasttias, because of people having firm convictions with 
regerd to their having been composed by human authors That 1s to say, 
Jast as the teachers and students know of the existence of the Kalpasiiias 
and other Emri works, exactly in the same way are they also coguisant 
of then antuors, Agvalayana, Bandhadyana, Apastamba, Katyayana, and 
others 

Fom dhis itas clear that they had no existence prior to their being 
composed vy these authors , and, for this reason, how can they be accepted 
as So pouss of Action, ether as a distinct Veda, or as similar to the 
Veda ? 

(6) We do not base the fact of the Kalpasutras having been com- 
posed by authors on the mere ground of their bemg called by the names 
of certain persons, and hence ou: arguments cannot be met by the replies 
advanced under the Sitra I—1—380 (“ The name 1s due to their having been 
explaimed by certam peisons’’), The fact 1s that Lhe idea of these 
authors is brought about by means of an endless traditional conviction, 
aud this 1s only supported by the said names as apphed to the Kalpala, 
&e. In the case of the names “ Kāthaka ” and the rest, as apphed to the 
Veda, the names themselves can be held to be eternal, as based,upon the 
fact of the eternal Rescensions of the Veda having been explaimed by 
euch eternal personalities as Katha and others; but no such explanation 
18 possible with regard to the names “ Mdgaka,” &., as applied to the 
Kalpasūtras, for the simple reason that these Stras are never recognised as 
eternal , because tle words,—“ Māçaka,” “ Baudhdyana,” and “ Apastamba” 
—distinetly point to individual non-eternal (created or born) personalities , 
and as such, they cannot serve as the basis for an explanation of these 
names belonging to eternal books Hence the Sita may be explained as— 
‘because the names ‘Afdcaka,’ &c , distinctly indicate the fact of previously 
non-earsting (asatäm) books having been composed (nzyamat) in the form 
of the Kalpasité:as, &c , these cannot be accepted as Scriptures of Action 

(7) It may also be explained as—‘ because in the Kalpasiiiras, 
there are no such rules and regulations as there are m the Veda, they 
cannot be accepted as scriptures’ [‘asanmyamai’=on account of the 
non-existence of myamas | 

(8) Another explanation of the Sutra is this—‘The Kalpasūtıas cannot 
be accepted as sciptures, because there are no restroctions of tune, &e, 
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with regard to them, as there are with regard to the Veda,’—as 
is distinctly mentioned in the Szira ‘The Subsidiary Scienees may be 
studied whenever one likes. ’ 

The Bhashya has explained the Sitra as referring to the absence of 
accentuation in the Kalpasūiras. But this would apply also to the case of 
the mantras that are quoted in exlenso in the Kalpas; as also to the 
Chiindogya Brahmanas laid down in the Grhya-Sitras ; which would also 
come to be denied true scriptural character and authority. Because the 
eight Brahmanas with their esoteric explanations, that are studied by the 
Chandogas, have got no definite accentuation; and this absence of 
accentuation would make them lose their Vedic character. 

Consequently we must take the Siitra to refer to the absence, in the 
Kalpasitras, of the self-evident eternality and independence of human agency 
(that have been pointed out with regard to the Veda); for thongh the 
Veda has a definite accentuation, yet this is not all that it has got 
(in contradistinction to other so-called scriptures). 


Sutra (18). Also because of the absence of explanatory 
passages. 


The fact of the Veda having explanatory passages also serves to point 
to the same fact (ofthe Veda being independent of human agency). Inas- 
much as, in the Veda we find many such explanatory passages, as are not 
possible in ordinary parlance, we conclude, from this, that the Veda is 
not the product of human intelligence. For what intelligent human being 
could be capable of composing such Arthavaida passages, as—“ Brhaspati 
sang for the gods,” “Indra killed Vrtra,” “ Prajipati cut ont his 
own fat,” “ Cows performed this sacrifice, hence they have their horns 
growing after ten months,” and so forth. Specially because, even as we 
find the Arthavddas in the eternal Veda itself, it becomes extremely 
difficult to connect them with Injunctions ; and then, if a human author 
were to compose such apparently incongruous passages to be taught to his 
students, he would come to be marked as a fool. 

As a matter of fact, however, in the Kalpasiiras, we find nothing like 
such explanatory passages, which could lead us to conclude them to be- 
independent of human agency. 

And further, the fact of these Kalpasdiras, &c., being devoid of any- 
thing like direct Injunctions, distinctly establishes the descriptive charac- 
ter of these (that is, since they do not contain any direct Injunctions, 
they must be taken as mere descriptions or explanations); and it also 
shows that they are not capable of laying down anything new (in the 
shape of Injunctions on Dharma). In the case of the Veda we find that 
verbs in the present tense, when rendered attractive by means of Arthavāda 
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passages, become endowed with injunctive force. While in the Kalpa- 
sūiras, there are no Arthavddas (and as such there 1s no chance for the 
verbs ın them, which are invariably ın the present tense, to have any in- 
junctive force). (Norcanitbe held that these verbs arein the fifth mood, 
Iet, which has an injunctive signification, and not in the Lat, (Present) the 
forms of both being the same, because) the fifth mood (Le) has been 
distinctly laid down, as to be used in the Veda only, and as the Kalpa- 
siléras aro neither Mantras nor Braihmanas (which two alone constitute the 
Veda), 1t ıs not possible for them to contain any verbs in that mood 

Though the declaration that ‘according to some people all the six 
Subsidiary Sciences are Vedas’ would make the Kalpasitras known as 
‘Veda,’ yet like the Mimansa, they cannot attain to the position of Veda 
proper (metrical), because the regulations of Veda proper (metrical) 
apply only to the Mantra and the Braéhmana portions of the Veda That 
1s to say, m accordance with the Sutra of Katyayana—“ the Injunction, 
the Enjoined, and the Argumentative Science of Mim&nsa, all constitute 
the Veda ”—though the name “Veda” becomes applicable to the 
Mimansa, which consists of a compilation of all the arguments connected 
with the Veda, yet, ıt does not becomo affected by the rules and regula- 
tions relative to Veda proper, and hence the Kalpasiitras too, being 
exactly ın the same position, cannot be accepted as forming a Scriptme 
of Action, which is only anothe: name for Injunction 

It has been urged above thatas the Kalpasūtras have been enumerated 
by the Veda, among the subjects to be studied ın course of the Brahmayagna, 
they must be held to be eternal , but this premiss becomes too wide, mas- 
much as the Itthdsas and the Purdénas are also similarly enumerated, 
That is to say, the said Vedic text has mentioned the Kalpas together with 
Tithisas and Puranas, which shows that even the products of human 
agency (such as the Iishisas and Puranas are universally admitted to be) 
are included among the sciences (to be studied ın course of the Brahmas 
yajua). 

(There is yet another explanation of the mention of the name of Kalpa in 
the Veda). There must have been other Kalpasitras before ou: present 
Kalpasiitras were composed (thats to say, since the very beginning of time, 
there must have always been some sort of a Kalpasūira, m each Kalpa, 
exactly as ın each Kalpa, there has been a Smriz) , because, in the absence 
of such Siiras, any thorongh orderly compiehension of the methods pre- 
scribed ın the extensive Vedas 1s absolutely impossible, whence it follows 
that ever since there has been a Veda, there has been a performance of 
saciifices, and ever since then, there never has been a total absence of any 
of the Subsidiary Sciences (and ıt may be this endless series of Kalpas 
that has been mentioned ın the Veda), as there 1s nothing against holding 
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this series to be eternal, though any particular Kalpasiitra cannot be 
admitted to be independent of human agency 

And as for the word “ Kalpa,” 16 signifies nothing more than an ez- 
planation of the meamng of the Veda, and as a name significant of this, the 
‘ Kalpa’ can very well be held to be eternal, and ıb ıs as such that 16 has 
been enjoined as forming part of the daily Recitation (of the Brahmana) , 
but all that 1s meant by this Injunction 1s that the Brahmana should make 
ib a poimt every day to1ecall to his mind (and go over) the procedure of 
the various sacrifices (laid down in the Veda), and though there can be 
no doubt as to this procedure being eternal, that does not necessarily mark 
the books dealing with this pioveduie (vtz., the books on Kalpasiitzas) as 
eternal 

As for the points of agreement between the Veda and the Kalpasitiras, 
such agreement ıs quite explicable on the ground of ‘the latter followimg 
(or being based upon) the former, and hence as they only follow what has 
been laid down in the Veda, the Kalpasiitras cannot be said to have any 
independent authority of then own. 

Further, no students have ever regarded the Subsidiary Sciences as 
Veda, as fo: the declaration—“ according to some, all the six sciences are 
Veda ”—, it by no means expiesses the generally accepted theory 

And agam, as a matter of fact, whenever any two declarations are 
found to agree with one another, it ıs always concluded that one of them 
is explanatory of (and subsequent to) the othe: , and findmg such agree- 
ment between the Bidhmanas and the Kalpasiitras, we instinctively cone 
clude that masmuch as the former ıs replete with duect Injunctions, it 
cannot be held to be explanato y of the latter, and hence we are forced to 
the conclusion that ıt 1s the Kalpasiitias that are explanatory of, aud sub- 
sequent to, the Braéhmanas 

Nor can the case of the authoritativeness of the Kalpastiras be held to 
be analogous to that of the different recensions of the Veda, because of the 
same persons being the students of the Veda as wellas of its Kalpa 
In the case of the different recensions of the Veda, the students of each 
are distinct from one another (and hence the Injunctive authority of all 
of them 1s admissible) , whe.eas in the case of the Kalpa, as each Kalpa only 
explains the meaumg dealt with in detail in the particular Veda to which 
it belongs, and as such the students of both of these bemg the same, the 
former can never be admitted to have an injunctive authority (apart from 
the Veda which supplies all necessary authority) 

Then again, we find that the authors of the Kalpas explain certain facts 
in accordance with the reagsonings supplied by the B: Gdhmands, and as 
such, the Kalpas car. never be held to be equal to the Br dhmanas, in authority 


əl 
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We also find that the passage in the Brāhmana has a signification 
entnely different from what is assigned to ıt by the explanatory Kalpa , 
and hence too, we cannot admit the Kalpa to be mdependent of the 
Bidhmanas. Hence, though ıb 1s possible that certain similarities of 
subjects and expressions between the Brahmanas and the Kalpas may give 
rise to the misconception that the Kalpas are also independent Bi ahmanas 
hy themselves, yet the above arguments instantly remove such misconcep- 
tions 

It has been urged above that the Veda itself speaks of the mdependent 
authority of the assertions of the great Teachers (among whom the 
authors of the Kalpasitras are included) But there too, the word 
© Adi ya” in the Vedic text is only a chance coincidence of sound (that 1s 
to say, the world ‘dedrya’ im the text does not mean ‘teacher’ but the 
‘Veda’ 1tself, the word being explained ‘ a8 that which improves (Gcinotz) 
the mtellect’). Or, ıt may be taken as laying down the absolutely trust- 
worthy authority of the Teacher, with special reference to the students 
whom he should be teaching the text and the meaning of the Veda. 
Manu has thus explained the meaning of the word “dcarya” “One, 
who having initiated his disciple, teaches him the Veda, with all the sub- 
sidiary sciences and esoteric explanations, 1s called the dce@rya”’, and in 
order that at the time of such teachmg of the Veda, the disciples should 
have an implicit confidence in the words of the Teacher, the Veda has 
declared the authoritative character of the assertions of the Teacher, and 
this declaration cf the Veda does not refer to the authors of the Kalpa- 


sutras 


Sutra (14) Because of the action bemg laid down for all 
cases; and because of the proximity of scriptural authority. 


All assertions of human beings are not accepted to be true, because, 
as a matter of fact, their assertions are generally found to be false As 
has been declared elsewhere “Hence zt 1s that speech speaks of both, 
truth and untruth, because 1+ has been pierced with evil” Such falsity of 
the assertions of the Kalpasitras is distinctly pointed out by the Veda 
itself, specially as we meet with many assertions that are contiary to one 
another (and to the Veda) This is what 1s meant to be pointed out by 
the first half of the sūira, the latter half meanmg that the contrary 
scriptural passages being in close proximity, the disag:eement (or contra- 
diction) 1s easily perceptible 

The example of such disagreement that has been cited in the Viti, 
that with reference to the “ Sthdalipaka” of the sacrifice on the Ldth diy 
of the month, has been disregarded, because in that case the declaration 
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of the Grhyasūira in connection with this sthalipaka has been attributed te 
the Kalpastitra which treats of the Darça-Pūrnamāsa; and as such it 
seems as if the Vriti had purposely, with a view to entirely suppress the 
authority of the Kalpasūtra, fastened a foreign assertion on to it. 
We have a declaration of the Grhyasitva to the following effect: “In 
the Akshata Homa, until the evening offering has been made the morning 
offering should not be given up; nor should the evening offering be aban- 
doned until the morning offering has been made”; and just as this passage 
is not taken as referring to the Agnihotra,—so too, the following passage 
of the Kalpasiitra cannot be taken as referring to the Darcapirnamdasa : 
“ Until the offering of the last day of the month has been made, that of 
the fifteenth day should not be abandoned; nor should the offering of the 
thirtieth day be abandoned until that of the fifteenth day has bien 
made.” And as such, there being no real contradiction of the Kalpasitia 
by the Veda (in this case), we must cite another example (for instanc , 
the Kalpasiitra says —*“ The Paryagni is made of all the sacrificial mate- 
rials,” which lays down the making of the Paryagni with reference to all 
the materials; while we have the Braimana text which lays down the 
Paryagni as to be made out of the purodāça ouly; and there can be no 
doubt that there is a distinct disagreement between the two). 


a tlie cain tien attain a a 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


[The Holakadhikaranu—treating of the fuct of the Vedic text assumed in 


support of a usage having universal application and authority ] 


Sutra (15). “Inferences being restricted in their application, 
usages can have only a limited authority.” 


With reference to certain popular local customs, the present discussion 
is started; the question being as to whether these customs have an authority 
limited within certain areas, or they have a universal application. In this 
connection, we have got to consider all the Injunctions and Prohibitions that 
are marked by the acceptance or avoidance by certain people, taking each 
of these one by one. 

There are certain customs that are followed by the Eastern people, 
though avoided by the exceptionally good amongst them; and we proceed 
to consider whether these customs have beon laid down for thoso people 
alone, or for all men. In the same manner, there are certain customs that 
are peculiar to the Southerners, some to the Westerners, and others to the 
Northerners ; and we have got to take into consideration each of these. 

The first two stiras of this Adhikarana (viz: the 15th and 16th 
siitras) can also be taken as referring to the question as to the locally limit- 
ed or universal authority of such works as the sutras of Gautama, the 
Grhyasutras and the like. That is to say, we find that, barring the 
Puranas, the Smrti of Manu, and the Itzhdsas, all other Smrti works-— 
such as those of Gautama, Vagishtha, Gankha, Likhita, Harita, Apas- 
tamba, Baudhayana and others—as also the works on Grhya—are each 
studied exclusively by only certain sections of the Brahmanas, and 
each of them has its relation restricted to only a definite Veda, exactly 
like the Pratigikhyas. For instance, the siétras of Gautama and Gobhila 
are accepted by the Chandoga (Samavedi) Brahmana only; those of 
Vagishtha by the Rgveds; those of Cankha and Likhita by the 
Vajasnéyis ; and those of Apastamba and Baudhayana by the Krshna— 
Yajurvedis, Thus then, the fact of such limited acceptance of these sutras 
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affords matte: for reflection, the question bemg—ais each of these sittras 
authoritative only for the particular sect by which itis accepted? Or, 


are they all equally authoritative for all people ® Andon this we have 
the followmg — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“Inasmuch e3 we find the sūtras being studied only by the partı- 
“cular sects of the Brahmanas, we conclude that then authority is also 
“limited to these Bralimanas alone, specially as the authouity of the sëtras 
“is based upon certain assumed texts, which as the objects of inference, 
“can be believed to have an existence only where the inferential indicative 
“tthe Smtr, exists, that 1s to say, the Smrt: sittras being found to be 
“current only among certain limited sects, the Vedic texts pointed to by 
“these cannot have their existence outside this pale Hence, whether ıb 
“be an Injunctive or a Piohibitive Vedic text, its existence cannot be ın- 
“ferred outside those limits 

“That is to say, the compilations of the sét:as, or the usages can 
“lead to the mference of Piohibitive or Injunctive texts (in support of 
“ themselves), only with reference to those persons among whom they 
« themselves are cuirent, and not among other people For example, the per- 
“ception of smoke in one house cannot lead to the inference of the existence 
“of fire in another house , not can this latte: be inferred by people who 
“ have not seen the smoke (hence the authortative Vedic text corroborating a 
“Usage can have no authority for those among whom the usage 1s not cur- 
*“rent) 

“ Thus then, the Injunction of Agnihotza can refer to only those per- 
“ sons for whom the Upanayana and the Adha@na have been laid down And 
“exactly as certain duties and ules of conduct are restricted to certain 
‘definite families and castes, so too the duties and the rules of conduct 
“obtaining in a certam country would have their authority restricted 
“to that country alone 

“Tf the Prohibitions and Injunctions had a universal application, 
“ Usages (which are all based upon such Injunctions &c ) would also come 
“to have a universal authority, there bemg no reason for limiting the 
“scope of then authority And then the Usage, based upon the texts that 
“have universal application, would be followed by the capable men of all 
“« countries, exactly like the Injunction of the Agnzhotra 

“Asamatter of fact, however, we find the usages bemg followed 
“only by limited classes of people, and hence we conclude that the Vedic 
‘ texts authorising such usages must also refer to these limited communities 
‘only Because the only reason for assuming the Vedic texts is to 
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“ substantiate the otherwise mexplicable usages current amongst the people, 
“and hence such texts could not have any application to those people 
“among whom the particular usages themselves aie not current And as 
‘Cin the case of asages, so also in that of the Gi hyasütra &c, the assumed 
“corroborative Vedic texts can have no relation to those people among 
«“ whom the Gihyas are nov current And hence we conclude that these 
* Usages and Gihyastitras &c, have only limited applications 

“Tt has been shown under sat: a I—11—30, that, if the fact of the grans 
‘having been prepared by means of the çūrpa be taken as the reason for 
‘‘making the offering by means of ıt, then the instance that has been 
“ cited would also apply to that alone, hence the meaning would be that 
“inasmuch as the gurpa is the means of preparing the grain the offer- 
“ing ıs poured by means of ıb; and there cannot, in such a case, arise any 
“question as to the offermg being poured by means of the darvi or the 
“ mihara &e. 

“ And, in the same manner, as we find all usages to have only a limited 
“local currency, we cannot but conclude that the coiroborative Vedic texts 
‘inferred ın support of such usages, can have only a loca! application 
“Thus then, all mfercnces being restricted within certain definite limits 
“of place, time &c, the Vedic text that is mferred cannot but be admitted 
“as having an authority only within those limits ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (16) But the duty must be universal, because of the 
universal character of the Injunctions. 


In this sa@dia we have the reply to the above Pai vapuksha - 

On account of the universal charactar of the Injunctions the Dharmas 
pasta, &e , must be taken as applyimg to all persons capable (of per forming 
the duties laid down.) 

Having come across certain Gmriis and Usages, when we proceed to 
infer the Vedic texts ın support of these, the mference that we can have 
must be of such causes as are similar to the effects (the Smrtis &e ),— 
according to the law that the effect always follows in the wake of its 
cause. And consequently the positive injunction, technically called 
‘ Bhavana,’ that 1s inferred, must be that which lays down certain definite 
actions, sacrifices, charities, offermgs, fasiings and penances &c —ex- 
pressed by means of verb roots,—as leading to specific results, hke Heaven 
aud the like, by means of certain specified processes , and in the case of 
certain actions of the body, the sense-organs and the mind, that are 
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shunned by certain people, the inference is that of a prohibitive texi, 
pointing out the prohibited action as leading to undesirable results 
in the shape of Hell and the like. 

And thus we find that in both cases, the injunctions or the prohibi- 
tions distinctly refer to all persons that have the zapability of doing the 
acts enjoined or prohibited; and as such, none of these, Usages or 
Smrtis, can ever be taken as having a limited application, as referring to 
any particular place, time or persons 

Specially because as a matter of fact, we know that with regard to 
each action, the charavier of the agent is ascertained, only in three 
ways : (1) by capability (for instance in the case of the Agnihotra, we ascer- 
tain t! at anyone who has the capability of performing it, sonld perform 
it); (2) non-prohibition (asin the case of certain actions that are done 
with a special object in view, we ascertain that all men can perform the 
actions, except those for whom it 1s distinctly prohibited); and (3) by 
special qualifying words (as for instance, in the case of the R@jasiya sacri- 
fice, it is distinctly laid down that it is only the “ Haja”’ (Kshairiya) that 
can perform it. 

And in the case in question, we find that the capability (of doing the 
acts) laid down in the Smrtis &c., belongs to the people of all castes and con- 
ditions, inhabiting the whole country of the Aryavarta, except the blind, 
the deaf, the mad and the dumb, who are precluded from such actions. 
The capability too, of doing the prohibited acts, we find existing in the 
two, three or four castes (z.e., certain actions that are prohibited for the 
Brihmana may be allowable for the other castes, and so on) ; and where 
we find the avoidance of the action much more extensive, we conclude 
the capability of its performance to reside in the Mleccha (who are believed 
to be capable of all actions howsoever abhorrent). 

In a case, however, where we infer a Vedic text, in support of a 
certain usage, we do not find, in this text, any qualifying expressions, 
limiting its application to any particular countries or persons. Nor can 
we infer any texts that could prohibit the said usages, with reference to 
the people other than those among whom it is prevalent. 

In certain cases ib does happen that, though the capability of per- 
forming the action, belongs to all men, yet the action is distinctly re- 
stricted to certain definite classes of men by means of restrictive qualify- 
ing words ; as for instance the Rajasitya is laid down as to be performed 
by the Raja (Kshatriya), the Vaigyastoma by the Vaicya ; and so on. 

But in the cases in question, it is not possible for us to infer the ex- 
istence of one or many qualifying words (in the Vedic text), that would 
in any way specify the persons among whom the authorised usage may 
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be prevalent Because all denote either the Class or the Indwidual 
while im the case ın question, any such restrictive words that we would 
infer could not specify either the Class or the Individual 

Because the restrictive words could be only such as “the Easterners 
(should perform the Holdka)”, but asa matter of fact there can be no such 
definite class as “the Easterners,” which would exclude all the people of 
the other parts of the country, and include all of the Eastern part, and as 
such we could have no such specification as that “ the Hola@ha is to 
be performed by the Easterners alone.” As for the classes, ‘ Man,” 
“ Brāhmana ” and the lıke, that are found to include the Easterners, they 
equally include the men and the Brahmanas of all parts of the country, aud 
as such could not serve to specify the text as referring only to those people 
(the Easterners) among whom the particular custom might be prevalent 

As for the words denoting imdividuals—ze, the proper names,-—they 
refer to one person only, like “ Dévadatia”’ and the like , and the presence 
of such words could not point ont the custom as referring to any number 
of persons. Nor is ıt possible to have anyone name for all the people 
of the Eastern country, because it ıs absolutely impossible for us to 
have any conception, either individually or collectively, for all the endless 
varieties of people inhabiting the Hastern part of the country This 
also shows that words cannot signify mdividual persons, as endowed with 
certain particular properties and actions and as belonging to a particular 
elass Because there are no individual properties, actions or classes, that 
could be capable of pointing to particula: individual peisons, as inhabit- 
ing particular parts of the country, as each individual is found to be 
specified, separately (by means of the properties belonging to each singly 
by himself). 

Nor do words denote anythimg other than classes and imdividuals, 
and hence there ıs nothmg upon which we could base the specification of 
the persons for whom the custom may be authoritative 

It ıs with a view to this that the Bhahya has declared that we can- 
not reasonably admit the qualifying word—that may be mferred to restrict 
the appheation of the Injunction that by its very nature 1efers to all 
capable persons—to be denotative either of the Class or the Individual. 

That ıs to say, such customs as those of the Hol&ka and the rest, can- 
not be said to belong either to a particular Class, or toa particulai ımdıvıdual 
No: ıs ıt possible for us to have any name that would apply only to those 
people among whom the custom 1s prevalent. 

Some people read the Bhāshya passage as—“ That qualifying expressvon 
can only denote the Cluss and not the Individual” And what they mean 1s 
this Under sta VI—i—8, itis shown that the expression “svar gakāmah, 
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(one desirmg Heaven), thoagh expressing tha meaning that is signitied by 
1ts component parts, is yet made to siguify the whole elass of human beings 
that desire Heaven, irrespect.ve of the gender and number in the 
word “svargakdmah” (which ıs ın the Masculine Singular), on the 
ground that, as the expression occupes the position of the nominative no 
significance can be attached to its gender &e , and hence the injunction— 
“one desiring Heaven should pei form sacrifices ”—iıs made applicable to all 
human beings m general. In the same manner, ın the case ın question, 
because all local Customs and Observances, pomt to thei being applicable 
to all persons that desire the particular results following from those 
actions, and are capable of performing them,—therefore 1t must be admitted 
that all men m general are entitled to the performance of such actions. 

There are other commentators however, who, in connection with the 
present passage of the Bhdshya, proceed to consider the signification of 
verbs , and as such having found faait with this last reading, accept the 
former reading, (that we have explained above), and being led astziy by 
the duect mention of the woud “wdhiva” ın the sūtra, and being unable 
to perceive any difference between the Tidke and the Bhavana, fight shy of 
having to differentiate the forms of these two; and consequently upset- 
ting the conclusion arrived at im the Bhava@:thddhikacana (Ul-1-1-4), 
favour us with the following explanation — 

“The Bhavana (signified by the Inyencs.ve affix, &e,) is incapable of 
bemg specified by its propectzes, by meaas of any other words (save 
the Injunctive affix, &e ) ™ And:if some one, desiring to learn the real 
meaning of the verbal affix asks them—what is this “ Bhaia or Badvana” ? 
~——all that they can say 1s that 16 1s nothmg moire than the expression 
‘kuryat’ (should do) itself , because they hold ıt to be inexpressible by 
any other word, they can only speak of ıt by means of the Injunctive 
affix , but any use of the affix by itself bemg impossible, they have re- 
course to the next best method of uttering the affixim connection with 
the 1006 ‘kr’ (to do), which is a common substitute for all verbal roots 
[Though the conclusion arrived at in the Swira II-:-1 ıs that, the Bha- 
wand ıs denoted by the Injunctive affix, and is not the Injunctive affix itself] 
And then they proceed thus “AN that is expressed by the word ıs 
either in the form of a Class or an Indwuidual , but we find the verb to 
have passed beyond the Class and the Individual , and hence we are forced 
to the conclusion that the signification of the verb is imexpressible ” 
[Though the Bhavarthadhikarana distunctly pomts out that the signi- 
fication of the verb hes either in the Accusative or in the Instrumental. ] 
(They proceed) “it ıs this very fact that ıs mentioned in the Bhäshya 
passage in question It (the verb) cannot be held to denote ether the Class 

By 
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o the Infividual, the word ‘it’ being taken as referring to the word 
< adthana’ (in the siitra), which 13 thus declared to be incapable of ex- 
pressing either the Class or the Individual For when one says ‘should 
do’, the man has the conception ‘I do’, and as such the Viihr, or the 
Bhavana (as appearing 10 the wod ‘ hw ydt’) cannot be said to be either 
a Class or an Individual” 

But all this 19 altogether irrelevant and groundless, and ıs due toa 
moere chance similarity of words, which, though having quite a duif- 
erent meaning, have been twisted by the commentators, into a signi- 
fication entircly at variance with the Bhashya, with the sole purpose of 
displaying then ingenuity , exactly as the text—“ the bull with four horns 
&e,”—has been twisted (by Patanjali) mto a reference to the science 
of giammaz (cide above, the section on mantra). 

The present passage of the Bhāhya occurs ın connection with the 
tieatmont of the fact of local customs having a universal authority And 
hence it can be reasonably taken along with the sttra, only if ıt Le ex- 
plamed, as we have explained ıt, as denying the possibility of any res- 
tictive qualifications in the Vedie texts (assumed m support of customs 
and usages) But if this explanation is renounced, and the passage 1s 
taken as pomting out the mexpressibility of the Bhāvanā (which we hold 
to be denoted by the verbal affixes), on the ground of 1ts being neither a 
Class nor an Individual, then the passage would become well worth 
rejecting, on account of declaring what is entirely irrelevant, useless and 
unreasonable ın the present connection For im that case the passag 
could be constiucd with the rest of the sūtra, only m the following 
manne: “ Because the verb cannot denote cither the Class or the Indivi- 
dual, therefore the action enjomed by ıt has an universal application '”’ 
And coatamly this would be a truly astounding declaration! For all that 
it would mean ıs that, “af the Injunctive affix, &e, could denote the 
Bhāranā or the Vıdı: either as the Class or the Individual, then such 
customs as the Hola@ha, and the like would have only a lmited autho- 
rity, but because as a matter of fact the meaning of the said affix, 
&e, 19 distinct from ather the Class o1 the Individual, and as such, alto- 
gether inexpiessible, therefore that which 1s signified by the said verb 
must have a umversal authority!” And certainly this would serve as a 
first-rate example of uxrelevancy 

And having at first declared the Bhavana to be incxpressible, they speak 
of (express) ıt by means of certam synonyms of thei own creation (such 
as ‘ Bhāra’) , and thus they contradict then own former declaration. That 
is to say, with a view to show their own vollubility, they have spoken of 
the absolutely impossible synonymous characte: of such words as ‘erdhe 


UNIVERSAL AUTHORITY OF VEDIC TEXTS ASSUMED IN SUPPORT OF USAGES. 252 


CUnjanction), ‘upadéga’ (advice), ‘kartavyata’ (duty), and bhdvanad (the 
thinking of a certain result as proceeding from a certain action) ; and by 
this they have certainly succeeded in proving the inexpressible character 
of the Bhavani! ! 

Even if the verbal affix denoted either the efficiency of the agent, or 
the substratum of his efficiency (the Accusative),—then too, having, as in 
the case of the expression “the Brahmana sacrifices,” its specifications based 
upon the qualifying words (as “ Brahmana”), the fact of its signifying the 
Class or the Individual would depend solely upon such qualifications ; and 
as such any consideration of the question of the verbal affix itself signify- 
ing or not signifying the Class or the Individual, could not in any way 
help us in ascertaining the scope of the authority of local customs and 
Smrtis; and under the circumstances, any consideration of the significa- 
tion of the affix would become all the more useless, when it actually 
signifies only the Vidhi or the Bhavana, independently of any denotation of 
the agent. 

And again, if the mere fact of the verbai affix not signifying either 
the Class or the Individual were made the sole ground of the universality 
of an Injunction, then, even in the case of such Injunctions—as “ The Raja 
should perform the Rajasiiya,” “The Vaicya should perform the Vuigyu- 
stoma ” and the like,—the verbal affix being as inexpressive of the Class or 
the Individual, as in any other Injunction, these too would have to be 
accepted as applying to all men! 

If it be urged that—“ in these cases, though the affix is truly ivex- 
pressive, yet the qualifying words, ‘ Raja’ &c., serve to restrict their ap- 
plication,’—then, in that case, it becomes clear that one who holds these 
customs &c. to have only a local authority, should argue that there are 
such qualifying words (in the Vedic texts assumed in support of the 
customs, &c.,; while one who holds them to have a universal authority, 
should argue that no such qualifying words are possible. And this is 
exactly what we have done, having rejected the possibility of such 
qualifying words on the ground that any indication (by such words) of 
either a Class or an Individual, in accordance with particular customs, 
is absolutely impossible; and as such the Injunctions (assumed) cannot 
but be taken as referring to al/ men as a class, which is implied by the 
force of the Injunction. 

And it is only as referring to the rejection of the possibility of any 
such qualifying words that the next two, eighteenth and nineteenth, sutras can 
have any connection in the present context. 

And hence, the Injunctions being always found to have a univer- 
sal application, we must conclude all local customs, as well as the 
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Grhyastt as, é&c., that are prevalent only among certain sects, to have a 
universal authority. 


Suter (17). The restrictions (in other cases) would be based 
upon direc? perception. 


It has been urged in the Pi vapaksha, that the customs should be held 
to have a limited authority asare the usages and duties that are res- 
tricted wethau the humits of certam famihes or sects, so, 1m the same Manner 
we could .nfer Vedic texts (ın support of the customs) having simular 
restrict ons 

Bui this is not possible, because m the cases cited—(wz those of cer- 
tain spéevia! sects of Bramanas having three locks, others having one 
&e, &c.}—because we actually find (see with our eyes) restricted usages, 
we can admit of such restiictive qualifications as the class (‘ Brahmana’) 
properiy, sue , and which are all expressible by means of single words, ex- 
actly as we find in ordinary experience that the number of quartering 
the saci.ficial Cake dıffers ın the case of different Brahmanas, and then 
finding thaitbere are duectly perceptible Vedic texts that specify these 
numbers for each particular sect, (in the same manner, actually finding 
the number of hair locks differing in differentclasses of Brahmanas, we may 
infer from that very fact, on the ground of analogy with the quartering 
of the Cake, that there are Vedic texts restricting the number of locks 
also) That ıs to say, im the case of the quartering of the Cake, we 
actually ind that for those that belong to the family of Bhrgu, Vagish- 
the, Cunaka, Atri, Budhnyagva. Kanva, Safikrta, and the Kshairiyas, 
recourse io the second prayija called the “ Na@ragafsa,” while for others 
that whica is called “ Tanténap@t,” 1s laid down, and thus finding this to be 
invariably the case, we are led by these very perceptible facts to the direct 
Injunctions of these restrictions in the Veda itself And the same process 
holds good im the case of the usages, &c , that are actually found to belong to 
only certain particular families and sects—such as one sect having one 
lock of hair, while others have three and so on,—all of which point to 
duect Vedic texts ın support of this Whereas in the case of the Holaka, 
&o, this method 1s not applicable (as they aru not actually found to be 
keeping stiuctly within any definite bounds), and as such, there 1s a world 
of difference between the example and the fact sought to be supported by ıt. 


Sutra (18). Also because there are no distinguishing marks 
of any specific agent. 


It has aleady been shown that it 1s not posmble for the text (assumed 
in support of a Custom) to have any qualifying words that would denote 
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either the Class or the Individual (to whom 1b is restricted) , and we now 
proceed to show that ıt 1s also ımpossıble for ıt to contain any suc qualt- 
fications as that ‘ one who has red eyes (should observe the custom * 

The opponent declares ‘‘ Though there may not be any restrictive 
“qualifying words ın general, that could denote the Class or the Indivi- 
“ dual,—yet ıt ıs quite possible for the text to contain words that would 
“ pomt out the form, complexion and other qualifications of the person fol- 
“lowing the Custom,—exactly as the Injunction of the laying of fire lays 
“down such qualifications as ‘havimg a son,’ ‘with black hau,’ and 
“so forth,—which would restrict the authority of the Custom ” 

And im reply to this, we have the following There being no distin- 
guishing marks, any specification of a particular agent ıs not possible It 
is only by means of constant or exclusive distinguishing marks that any 
particular agent can be positively smgled out, while in the case of such 
qualifications or distinguishing matks, as the having of red eyes, &e , that 
could be pointed out as belonging to the Southerners, we find that these 
marks are also common to other people, who do not observe the particular 
custom (of the Southerners) , and conversely, we find the Custom bemg 
observed by people not possessiyg the said features (f2 those of the 
Southerners whose eyes are not red) Hence the authority of the Custom 
cannot be restricted by means of any such distinguishing characteristics of 
agents. 

The Bhashya has taken the word ‘natyasya (in the sūtra) as qualify- 
ing the word “iaga”, but m that case the compound “lngabhaa ” 
would be mexpressive (or impossible) , masmuch as the word ‘hinga’ 
being the subordinate member im the compound wouid (in that case, 
be dependent (re, connected with, or qualified by, something—vz, 
‘ mtyata ’—which is expressed by a word— nitya’—that does not form 
a member of the Compound). 

It might be urged ın reply, that the word ‘linga’ bemg ever depen- 
dent (upon that which possesses the Lenga or mark), ıb would always 
imply the other co-relative of its, and thereby not losing its efficiency, the 
Compound would be quite possible , exactly as we have in the case of the 
expression— Dévadattasya gurukulam ” 

But this ıs not possible, because the present case is not similar to 
that of this last expression, because the relations in the two cases are 
totally different , the word ‘henga’ does not always stand in need of (+ e , has 
not its denotation dependent upon) constant (‘miya’) , while the word 
‘ Guru’ (teacher) has its denotation ever dependent upon that of ‘ Deva- 
datta’ (the disciple) Thatis to say the word ‘guru’ can have 1s de- 
notation only as with reference te the disciple (ce, the Guru 18 always 
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recognised as the Guru of some disciple, and there can be no idea of the 
Guru, which is not accompamed by that of the disciple) , and hence in the 
case of the expression—“ Dévadattasya gurukulam”—the word ‘guru’ 
has its denotation included ın 1ts permanent relationship to the disciple 
' Dévadatta ’ , and as such this dependance (of a word notin the compound) 
does not necessarily vitiate the compound. In the case of “higa” and 
“ matyasya,”* on the other hand, the word “hinga” has 1ts denotation 
dependent only upon a Lingr, that which possesses the Tunga , and certainly 
the word ‘ netyasya’ cannot be said to be in any way synonymous with this 
Eingit; and as such the permanent relationship of the Ling: and the 
Inkga cannot justify the compound “ nityasya hiigdbharat ” 

Though it 1s true that the word “linga” 1s used only where there 
is à relation of the Indicator and the Indicated, (and this relation 18 
eternal) yet the denotation of that word does not depend entirely upon 
‘eternality ’, as that of the word ‘Father’ depends upor chat of the word 
f Son,’ or that of the word ‘ Teacher,’ on that of the word ‘ Disciple’ 

And further, 1t 1s the word “ lang: ” itself which, having its denotation 
fixed by those of 1ts component parts, depends upon the word “hnga” , 
and the word “linga ” does not standain need of anything besides the 
verbal root from which ıt 1s formed And inasmuch as the word 
“nga” denotes that by which something ıs marked or indicated, there 
is a distinct dependence upon the relationship of the artron of indicating , 
and as such, though 1t 1s not spoken of as selated to anything, yet ıt 18 not 
independent of the Object, the Instrument, &c , of the Action, and on this 
ground, we could justity the efficiency of such compounds as “ lingino 
lingadaiganam,’ specially because the denotation of the wod “lingi” 
depends upou that of the word “hinga” In the case of the word 
“ netyasya,™ however, it 1s only after the denotation of the word “ linga” 
has been duly accomplished, that the word “ netyasya’’ comes to be 
related to ıt as expressing, by means of the Gemitive, one of its proper- 
ties, and hereby the need of this relationship not being supplied (by the 
word ‘ Langa ” itself), the compound, ‘ ntyasya lengdbhdvat * 1emains abso- 
lutely inefficient or mex pressive 

For thesexeasons, the word “nityasya”? must be taken as quahtying either 
the agent, as distinguished by certain definite distinguishing features, or 
the authmifatiwe application of the text assumed m support of the Custom , 
the meaning of the sifia being that, inismuch as there can be no exclu- 
sive disiingaishing maks, that could single out any particular agent, or 
point out tho hmuts of the authority of the text assumed (in support ot 
the Custom),—1t cannot be held that such customs as the Hol@ha and the 
rest hare a lhlnuted authority as based upon certain assumed Vedic teats 
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containing certain words that point out the distinguishing characteristics 
(marking out the particular agent &c., &e., &c.). 


Sutra (19) The name is based upon a connection with place. 


This sūta refers to such qualifying words as the names ‘ Easterno: ’ 
and the like, which the Custom is found to follow in its entirety. 

Says the opponent: “ All local customs are observed by men, speci- 
“ fied by such names as ‘ Hasterners,’ ‘ Southerners, ’ and the like , and they 
“are never found to be prevalent among people that are without such 
“names; consequently the Vedic texts that are assumed in support of 
“such custorns cannot but contain these distinguishing names; and as 
“such they must more reasonably be accepted as having only a limited 
“ authority.” 

To this we make the following reply: Because such names are ap- 
plied to the agent on the sole ground of his connection with certain places, 
we conclude that the Vedic Injunction assumed in support of the Cus- 
toms, must contain words that denote the qualifications of place. Then, 
as for the place, as qualified by a certain quarter (Hast or West, &c.) or 
in the shape of the quarters East &c., themselves—there can be no one 
particular country in the world that can be exclusively and invariably known 
as the Hast (the inhabitant of which would always exclusively be known as 
the Eusterners, &c.) (and even if there be such a fixed place) as a matter of 
fact the Custom in question (f.i., the Holaka) is not found to be limited exclu- 
sively and invariably within those limits ; as we find that it is observed by 
many people residing outside the limits of the place called the ‘ Kast’ , 
while many people residing therein are found not to observe it. 

Thus then, for such names, there being no basis other than the 
placc, the Customs, supported by Vedie texts as qualified by the parti- 
cular places (indicated by the names) could not have their prevalence de- 
pendent upon any other cause than the relationships of these places. But 
as a matter of fact, we do not find the prevalence of these Customs re- 
gulated by these, either positively or uegatively; as we find that the 
Ilolāka is observed by certain people not inhabiting the Eastern country. 
and also that it is not observed by some men of that country ; and hence 
we conclude that there ean be no assumption of Vedic Injunctions quahfied 
by specifications of place by means of certain names pointing to certain 
places 


The opponent finding in the above argument a (fancied) support to 
his own theory, spiings torward with the following :— 


Sutra (20) “As the Custom could not be found to be 
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prevalent in other countries (the names cannot be held to be 
based upon the specifications of place).” 


“ If you have succeeded in refuting the fact of the names being based 
“upon specifications of place, we can easily point out another basis for 
“them. For certainly, if the names were based upon the specifications of 
“ place, then the Customs could not be found to be prevalent among other 
“countries , therefore we must find for them another basis in the shape of 
* Class, dc 

“ Or, we may accept the names by themselves, as independent of any 
“causes , even then, they could serve to qualify the Injunctions (or the 
“ Agents) For, all that we have got to do ıs to find a basis for the Cus- 
“tom , and this basis being found in the Vedic Injunction as qualitied by 
“ by such Names, we do not stand in need of any further: enquiry into the 
“basis of these Names That ıs to say, the restriction of the authorita- 
“tive application of the Custom having been accomplished by means of 
“the Names, ndependently of any basis for themselves, there 1s no reason 
“ for assuming the fact of thew bemg based upon specifications of place, 
“ specially when such specification has been found to be distinctly faulty ” 


To this, we make the following reply — 


Sutra (21) The names would be literally significant, like the 
word ‘Mathura.’ 


The specifications of place are made on various grounds—as those of 
habitation, buth, or departure That ıs to say, the name “ EHasterner ” can- 
not be applied to any man, except upon one or other of the following 
grounds: (1) ether he must be an inhabitant of the Eastern countiy 
or (2) he mnst have been born in that country, or (3) he must have come 
from that country , and so forth. And thus we find that such Names 
are never independent of some sort of a connection with a place. 

And we have already shown that the prevalence of the Custom 1s not 
always in accordance with these names; since we find many habitants of 
that (Eastern) country not observing the Custom (Hola@ka) , while, on the 
other hand, certain inhabitants of another country, whose fathers or 
grandfathers had originally migrated from the Eastern country, are still 
found to be keepmg up the Custom And hence we conclude that the 
Names could not serve to restrict the authority of the Injunctions (sup- 
porting the local Customs). 

The Bhashya has explained the word “ Mathwa” as also denoting 
one whe has started for Mathwa@, but the affix, that 1s present in the wold 
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can be possible, only if the word be taken to mean ‘a messenger going to 
Mathura’ in accordance with Panini’s sūta» iv-iii-85; or, if applied te 
all men that may be going to Mathura, the word cannot bnt be held to he 
used as such by untrustworthy (ignorant) men; as the affix could not be 
possible in the case of all persons going to Mathuraé being meant. 


Having thus found it absolutely impossible to infer an Injuvetion wirh 
qualifications specifying the agent, the Opponent proceeds to the theory 
that the Injunction assumed must efer to the special places, as constituting 
a part of the Custom itself. : 


Sutra (22) “The specification of place may be a property of 
the Action itself, like the sloping &c.” 


“In connection with certain sacrifices the Veda has declared that the 
“altar should be sloping towards the Hast and to the North, or to the 
“East only ; and just as these specifications of place are laid down as 
“parts and parcel of the sacrifices themselves (as itis only when per- 
‘“‘ formed upon such an altar that the sacrifices can bring about their proper 
“ results) ; so, in the same manner, the specifications of the Mastern coun- 
“try may be taken as laid down by the assumed Injunction, as forming a 
“ constituent part of the Custom itself (7.e., the Holaka can bring about its 
“ proper results only when performed in the Eastern country).” 


To this we make the following reply : 


Sutra (23) Bat this too is similar te the qualification of the 
Agent. 

Just as the qualification of the Agent has been shown (in sdra 18) to be 
inconstant (inexclusive) ; so also would be the qualification of place ; be- 
cause there is no strict fixity either of the “ Kastetn Country,” or of 
“the country with black soil” (which are the two qualifications of place 
that have been cited in the BAfashya). ‘That is to say, the country (r.i, 
India) which is “ Eastern ” according to some people (of Afghanistan), is 
“Southern ” according to others (the Thibetans); and similarly there is no 
single country that could be exclusively spoken of as the “ Northern ” or 
the “ Western.” And as for the presence of “ black soil,” it 18 found in 
many countries, and as such could not serve to distinguish any particular 
couutry among these. 
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For these reasons, we conclude that the Injunctions of the Holake, &e , 
cannot be qualified by any specifications of place &e , with ieference to the 
men (inhabiting these places), because, as a matter of fact, we find that 
many people actually mhabiting “a country with black soil” do not 
observe the Custom, while 16 ıs daly observed by people inhabiting 
other countries (with red soil) , and hence any specifications of place cau- 
not be accepted as regulating or restricting the authority of the Injunc- 
tions assumed ın support of such Customs, &c 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[Treating of the necessity of using the rorrect forms of Words]. 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (24) “The Science of Grammar not having the charac- 


ter of Scripture, there could be no restriction to the usage of 
words.” 


“ In a case where a single word is found to be used variously with 
“ entirely different meanings—e g., in the case of the word ‘yava’ which is 
“ nsed in the sense of the barley corn and also in that of long-pepper,— it 
“ has been shown above (Adhi. 5) that both meanings cannot be held to be 
‘‘ optional alternatives, because of all options being tainted by eight dis- 
“crepancies ; also that the same word cannot be accepted as having differ- 
“ent meanings; as that would necessitate the unreasonable assumption of 
“ various potencies in the same word ; consequently, the only method that 
“was found to be reasonable, was the taking of only one meaning as the 
“ primary denotation of the word, all others being relegated to the second- 
“ary position; and then again, it has been shown that we accept that mean- 
“ing of the word as authoritative. whichis supported by scriptural usage, 
“and as such, reject those that have their sole support in ordinary usage. 

“ But in a case where the single object, Cow, is found to be spoken 
“of by means of many words— such as ‘go’ (the Sanskrit word), and ‘gavi’ 
“(and snch other vernacular corruptions),—it is quite reasonable to accept 
“the expressive potency of all these words, as they are found to be used 
“by old and experienced men; and there bemg no contradiction of the 
“seriptural forms of words by the vernacular forms, and the Scriptures 
“being in the form of sentences, their full functioning is always preceded 
“by that of the words (constituting the sentences); and as such the serip- 
“ture can never reasonably have anything to do with the pointing out of 
eertain words as correct or ineorrect (sidhu or asidhw); because in that 
“ease there would bea mutual interdependence (between the Words and 
‘the Scripture). That is to say, because the Action of the Scriptures 
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‘depends upon the ordinanly accepted significations of words, no words in 
““ordimary use can eve: be differentiated by them as correct or zncorrect 
‘In the case of Sentences, as appearing in the Veda or m the Smrhs, 
or as gising eaplession to certam usiges, we accept the one that pre- 
cedes to have a gieate: authority than that which follows, because we 
‘perceive a distinct contiadiction among them In the case in question, 
“however, this 1s not possible (ce, the science of girammaz poimtimg out 
“the cc 1ectness or incoriectuess of words cannot be accepted to be more 
“authoritative than oidinaiy usage) , because ın this ease, the order 1s 
‘ 1eveised , that ıs to say, the correctness or incoirectness of words can 
* be acertained only by means of ordinary usage , specially as correctness 
“and tncomeciness aie universally recognised as identical with expressive- 
“ness and znerpresseieness, respectively (2 e, the word that expresses some 
“ meaning 1s accepted as correct, and that whichis meaningless as incorrect , 
‘ and whether a cectain word expresses a meaning o1 not can be ascertained 
“only by ordinary usage) 
‘It is only an indistinct sound, o1 single letters, ora conglomeration 
“of letters without any reference to their signifcation,—as for instance, 
‘ the letters of the alphabet repeated by the boy,— that can be said to be 
‘“oncorrect (asadhu). That ıs to say, the sound made by the beating of a 
‘ dium, the single letters ‘ ga,’ &c , pronounced either smgly by themselves 
“or together with all of the same class (12, ka, kha, ga,gha and %),— 
“all these do not express any meanings, and as such are zncomect And 
“an this case, 1b 1s only from ordinary nsage that we ascertain the fact of 
‘these sounds expressing no meanings, and hence bemg incorrect On the 
‘other hand, the vernacular words, ‘ gdvi’ and the like are found to be cap- 
‘ able ot denoting the Cow, just as well as the Sanskiit word ‘go’, 1n fact 
“thev ae quicker than the Sanskiit wordin their action of denoting the 
object, as they are used more commonly than the Sauskiit word And 
“hence though all these words me denotative of the single object 
“Gow, yet, masmuch as they are quite capable of expressing then 
‘ meaning, they cannot but be recognised as correct , exactly as the words 
“t hasta,’ Shara,’ ‘pani,’—all signitying the hand—are all accepted to be 
‘correct 
“ Thus then, if the words ‘ g@zi,’ &c , be declared to beincorect on the 
‘ ground of then merpressiveness (which has been shown to be the only 
“reason for ancorrectuess), then such declaration, being in dnect opposition 
“to a well-1ecognied fact of ordinary experience (that the words m ques- 
“uon do actually denote the cow), canuot be accepted {as true) 
“TE the Correctness or Inconectness of words be said to depend on cer- 
“ taim unseen transcendental facts, then, masmuch as such coz)ectness, &c , 
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“ are not found to be laid down in the Veda itself, they could not be accept- 
“ed on the strength of any other means of knowledge. (1) As for Sense- 
“ perception, the letters of all words, Sanskrit as well as Vernacular, are 
“equally perceived to be pure letter-sounds; and we do not perceive, 
“ by the seuses, the correctness or incorrectness, of these letters, taken 
“ either singly or in groups. (2) Nor can these be ascertained by means of 
‘Inference ; because as they are not amenable to Sense-perception, itis not 
“ possible ever to perceive any invariable concomitance of these with any- 
“ thing. (3) As allhuman assertions are based upon Sense-perception and 
“ Inference, and Correctness, &c., have been shown to be not amenable to 
“ these, they cannot be held to be capable of being ascertained by means of 
“such assertions. (That is, we cannot accept a word to be correct or in- 
“correct because a man pronounces it to beso). While as for Vedic 
“ assertions, we have already shown (in the Arthavd@da section) that when 
“ they contain only descriptions of certain things or their properties, with- 
“out any connection with Injunctions or Prohibitions, they have no author- 
“ity. (That is, we do not accept the authority of a Vedic sentence that 
“ would merely describe a certain word to be correct). And the correctness 
“ or incorrectness of words not having the character of an Action, it can 
“never form the object of an Injunction or a Prohibition. 

“It may be argued that, as correctness and incorrectness appear as Pn- 
“ struments in the Bhävanā of Denotation (i.e., as we recognise the fact that 
“true denotation can be realised only by means of such and such words, 
“and that true denotation cannot be realised by means of such and such 
“ words), they can form the objects of Injunctions and Prohibitions. But 
“this is not possible; because it is absolutely impossible to assume end- 
“less Injunctive and Prohibitive texts, referring to each individual word. 
“ And then, too, when asa matter of fact, we have never come across any 
“ authoritative list enumerating all the correct words, how is it possible 
“ for us to have any idea of the Vedic texts authorising the use of each of 
“these words ? And as for the incorrect forms of words, thei: number is 
“even greater than that of the correct ones; and as such it 1s absolutely 
“ impossible for the use of each of these to be prohibited singly, like the 
“ prohibition of the eating of kalanja (the flesh of an animal killed by a 
‘poisoned arrow). In the case of such objects as the Frīhi and the 
“ Kalanja, we have distinct notions of the extent of the denotations of 
“these words, as restricted within certain well-defined limits of Class or 
“ Property, &c. ; aud as such they are found to form the objects of Injunction 
“and Prohibition respectively. While so far as the words ‘go’ and ‘ gavi,’ 
“ are concerned, they cannot form the objects of Injunction and Prohibition, 
“ either as a definite Class or an Individual. Because correctness or incorrect- 
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‘ ness 1s never perceived ın the shape of a genus, either of objects or of proper- 
“ties, pervading over all individuals (2 e, all correct or incorrect forms of 
“ words are never perceived togethe: as included ın any class or as having 
“any property ın common), and as such we cannot assume only two texts, 
“one a general Injunction (‘all correct forms should be used’), and another 
“a general Prohibition (‘noincoriect forms should be used’) (the for mer re- 
“terng to all correct forms and the latter to all incorrect ones) Because 
“all words—be they correct or imcorrect—aie equally included ın the 
“ general class ‘ Word,’ and there are no two intermediate secondary classes 
“ that could refe: to the two (the co11ect and the mcorrect word) separate- 
‘ly And hence if each individual word were to be enjoined or prohibited 
“then we would have to assume as many Injunctive and Piohibitive texts 
“as there are words , and thereby tle number of Vedic texts, assumed in 
‘support of the varous Smrtis aud the endless number of words, would 
‘he more than the whole universe could contain And as a matter of fact 
“it 13 not possible for even a millionth part of these to be directly declared, 
‘and the text that 1s not duectly declared cannot serve as the basis of 
“any Smti, because we have already shown above that the Smrtis cannot 
“be said to be based upon such Vedic texts as can only be inferred (and 
“ not capable of being ever directly perceived). 

“ Nor is 16 possible for the Injunctions and Prohibitions to be based 
“upon the eaprestieness or wnerpresstveness of words , because all words 
‘“__co1rect o1 mcoirect—are equally expressive Hence we tan have no 
“such injunction as that ‘ one should use only expiessive words’, because 
“such use is an established fact (there being no mexpressive words used) 
“(and as such it could not stand ın need of an Injunction, which always 
“lays down something that ıs not got at by other means) Nor 1s ıt pos- 
‘able for us to have any such prohibition as that ‘ No mexpressive words 
“should be used’ , because as there never 1s such a use, its prohibition 
“ would be useless and impossible For we cannot have such Injunctions and 
“ Piolnbitions as— one shonld drink water,’ ‘one should not drink fire ’— 
“ (because the former 1s unnecessary, and the latter impossible). 

“In the case of the Smriis relating to the science of Grammar, it 1s 
“necessary that we should assume a Vedic text enjoiuing the use of 
‘correct words, or one prohibiting the use of all mecorrect words, or one 
“that combines the said Injunction and Prohibition But writers upon 
‘“Giammar have preferably had 1econise to the first alternative—bas- 
“ing their Suience upon the Vedic text enjommg the use of correct 
“ words. If the science of grammar were based upon the Prohibition of 
“the use of incorrect words, then,—inasmuch as these incoriect forms 
“are indefinitely mnumeiable, ıt would be absolutely impossible to have 
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“any definite 1dea of the science , and hence the writers have based ıt upon 
“ the Injunction of the use of correct words, which naturally (throu gh Appar- 
“ent Inconsistency) rmplics the prohibition of the use of mecizect words, 
‘ Just as in the case of the Smriz injunction—‘ Only five of the five-nailed 
“animals are fit for eating, ’—it implies the prohibition of the eating of all 
“ other five-nailed animals In the case of the Injunction of the use of 
“ the correct words, these words have got to be 1emembered In both 
“cases, the one (Prohibition or Injunction) implies the other also, and as 
‘ such the Injunction of the use of correct words also serves to give us an 
‘idea of the impiopiiety of the use of ıncorrect words 
Thus then, m the case of the Science of Giammai, whichever of the 
‘ three alternatives 13 employed, ıt becomes possible to mclude all cases 
‘within a definite compass , and as such there may be some sort of definite- 
‘ness , whereas ıt 1s absolutely impossible to have any definite idea of the 
“Injunction and Prohibition with 1egard to each individual word , because 
‘it 18 not possible fo. us to 1ead up an endless number of sentences And 
‘it was with 1eference to this impossibility that the Bhashya has declared, 
“an the section on Holāka ‘the word cannot be said to be expressive of 
‘either the Class or the Individual’ And thus there being no basis for the 
“ Science of Giammari, in any Vedic texts, it must be concluded to be a 
“misconceived Saft 
“And again, a tact that 1s aheady established by other means can 
“never be the object of a scriprmal Injunction or Prohibition, and the 
“ word and its use m a definite sense are such as are already accomplished 
“(or ascertained) by means of ordinary experience 
“Tt may be argued that, even though the word 15 already known, from 
“ordinary experience, to have a definite meaning, yet the suriptuies may 
“ pomt it out, for the sake of Dharma (as 1b 18 only that which 1s laid 
“down in the scriptures that can be of any use in matters relating to 
“ Dharma) , and as such the the science of the usage of words(z¢, gram- 
“ mar) cannot but be accepted to have the character of a scripture 
“But this is not possible, because in the case in question there 1s no 
“ object of restriction (Niyama) That is to say, 1t 18 only one whose apph- 
“« eation 18 uncertain that is restricted in 1ts application by the scriptus, 
“while the word has its application or use always certain , and as such ıt 
“can never be an object of restriction And one that has no application 
“at all (eg, the incorrect word) can never be the object with eee to 
“ which anything else (the correct wo! d) can be restiwted (That ts to 
“say, that which 1s used cannot be said to be differentiated trom that 
«which has never had an application) And certainly the words ‘ gavi ’ 
“ &o¢ can be said to be such as have no application at all, in fact, we 
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“accept them to be actually used (01 applicable to usage) Hence in both 
‘t cases, there 15 no possibility of Restriction 

“ And again, what sort of a restriction would you assume (1) either 
“that one should utter only correct words, or (2) that one should always 
“ utter the correct words? If the (1), then ıt would not be a restriction 
“ (or differentiation) from the correct words, because there is no chance 
“of these being used (as by ‘incorrect words’ we only mean * words with- 
‘ont a meaning,’ and these cannot be anywhere used) And if the (2), 
“ then the man who 1s silent would be incuriing a grievous sin (as infring- 
“ing the imjuuction of the continuous utterance of correct words) 

“If the correct and the incorrect words were capable of being used 
“ with regard to one and the same object, then alone could there be an oc- 
“casion for restricting the use to the correct word (and rejecting the m- 
“correct one), but according to you the incorrect word being absolutely 
“meaningless can never be capable of being used anywhere and as such 
“ any restriction of the correct word could not serve the purpose of pro- 
“hibiting the use of such an incorrect word (because ıt 1s naturally pre- 
“ cluded from usage on account of its meaninglessness) 

“ The restriction may be said to serve the purpose of setting aside such 
“forms of words, as happen to be used, either through the natural imcapa- 
“city of the talker (to pronounce the correct word) or through his igno- 
‘trance But thisis not correct, because, as a matter of ordinary experience 
‘Swe find that if one 1s habituated, ether through ignorance or incapacity, 
“to the use of an incorrect word, no amount of scriptures can dissuade 
“him from ita use 

“ If it be urged that, ‘we do find mcorrect words being used for the 
“ purpose of expressing certain meanings (and as such ıt cannot be argued 
“that there ıs no chance fer an incorrect word being used), ’—we make 
“the following reply: as for such expressiveness, we often find people 
“having recourse to certain gestures and squints of the eye, &c, for the 
“ purpose of expressing certain meanings , but we do not find any restric- 
“tious that would prohibit the use of such gestures, &c. Nor again can 
“ restrictions be said to serve the purpose of negativing the contrary, as this 
“ purpose ıs served by Parssankhya (or Negation), nor can the case im 
“question be said to be an object of Parısankhyā, because there ıs no 
“‘simultaneity in the case (the incorrect word not being used simultaneously 
‘with the correct one) 

“ Nor can the use of the correct word be said to bring about a trans- 
“ceudental result, because when the necessary explanation is found in the 
“facts of o1dinary experience, 1t 1s not right to have recourse to the trans- 
‘‘cenéental. That is to say, there is no Apparent Inconsistency ın the case 
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“that could justify the bringing in of the transcendental element. As for 
“ the declarations of certain transcendental results following from a correct 
“use of words, the sole purpose of these is to persuade other people to such 
“usage ; and as such they can be taken as mere Arthavada. 

“And when there is no transcendental result, we cannot assume the 
“correct use of words to bring about an Apūrva (an unique agency that 
“ would brmg about certain results in the hereafter). 

“Nor can we ascertain the substratum of this agency of the Apūswa that 
“would be brought about by the said Restriction (of the usage to correct 
“ words) ; because such a substratum could be found only among the fol- 
“lowing: (1) the Word; (2) its meaning; (3) the Person addressed ; (4) 
“ the cognition (of the word and its meaning); (5) the speaker; and (6) 
“the utterance. But none of these is possible; because, (1) as for the 
“Word, as it is distinctly uttered for the sake of another person, any 
“« Apūrva residing in it could be of no use (to the speaker himself). (2) 
“As for the meaning, though as being the object of denotation, it is the 
“ primary factor in the case, yet it is found to be a part of the Word, even 
“in ordinary parlance, where there is nothing transcendental, in the shape 
“ ofan Apūrva ; and as such the Apérva cannot in any way help the meaning. 
*¢(3) As for the Person addressed, there can be no mention of such a per- 
& son in the Restrictive Injunction (which would be in the form ‘one should 
“ use only the correct forms of words’) ; and any Apirva brought about by this 
“Injunction cannot in any way affect the Person addressed. (4) As for 
“ the cognitions (of the word and its meaning), these last only for a mo- 
“ment; and as such cannot serve as the receptacle of the Apirva, 
“ which continues for along time. (5) As for the Speaker, he occupies 
“only a subordinate position in the utterance of the correct word (7.¢., in 
“the said Injunction, the primary factor is the correct Word, and the 
“ Speaker has only a secondary position); and as such he cannot be said 
“ to be in any way affected by the Apūrva brought about by the Restrictive 
“Injunction; specially as in this Injunction there is no word that could 
“assign the primary importance to the Speaker, as there is in the case of 
“ the Injunction ‘one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices’ (where the 
‘clanse italicised serves to attribute the primary importance to the 
‘‘ Agent); nov do we find the genitive signifying any relationship of the 
“ Speaker, which could impart a primary importance to him. In the case 
“of such injunctions, as that ‘one should take his food, facing the Hast,’ 
“and so forth, the Aparva that is brought about by facing the particular 
“quarter is believed to affect the Agent, through the action of eating, which 
“serves a direct visible purpose of the Agent himself (the appeasing of 
“ hunger); in the case of utterance, on the other hand, the action (of 
“ wtferance) is not found to serve any visible purpose for the Speaker ; and 
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“as such its conditions cannot be held to be analogous to those of the 
‘aforesaid eating. (6) Lastly, as for the utterance itself, as 1b 1s extremely 
“‘trausient, 1b 19 absolutely incapable, lıke Coguitions, to be affected by the 
“ Antirva 

“ Thus, then, the works relating to the Usage of Words (2e, the works 
“on Grammai), not having a basis in the Veda, they cannot be held to 
“serye the purpose of laying down rules helping the accomplushment of 
“ Dharma (either directly or through the medium of an Apürva) , nor can 
“they be accepted to be Seizptures by themselves (independently of the 
“anthority of the Veda) 

‘ And 1t ıs with a view to this fact that we have the S#tras I—1u1—-11, 
“Iz. 

“ Nor again can the works on Gramma: be said to have the same position 
“as the Veda, and as such a self-sufficient authority On the contrary, as 
“their very existence is due to human agency, they can have no authority 
“atall Because in the case of all human assertions, what we conclude 
“from such an assertion, 3s only that this person knows the matter thus, and 
“ not that such is the real state of thangs And hence as all that the works 
“on Grammar do 1s to give expression to the view of the speaker, they can 
“never rightly help in differentiating the really correct or mcorrect forms 
“of words 

“Nor do we find any other Smriz treating of the subject (of Gram- 
“ mar) ; and as such, the matte: resting upon the sole authority of gram- 
“ matical works, the assumption of corroborative Vedic texts 1s not quite s0 
“easy asin the case of the Smrtes treating of Upanayana, &ce. (which aie 
“treated of in many Smrti works). That ıs to say, the works of Mann, 
“ Vacishtha, Gautama and otheis, mostly treat of the same subjeets, and as 
“such the authority of these being strengthened by the absence of any 
‘“‘contiadiction among themselves, 1b becomes a comparatively easy matter 
“to assume corioborative Vedic texts. 

“The works on Grammar, however, do not treat of the same subjects 
“as the said works of Manu and-others And as for the various writers 
“upon Grammar itself, there are endless contradictions among the asser- 
“tions of the Sata (Panini), the Bhdshya (Patanjal), and the Vartika 
“ (Katydyana); how then can one ascertain what the truth is ? 

“And again, Panini has net mentioned any purpose of the Science of 
“Grammar. And ıt still remains to be explained how he forgot to explain 
“the purpose, in such an extensive work It1s a general rule that when- 
“ever a work begins to be written, its aim 1s always definitely stated, 1n 
“order to encourage the student m the study of the work, and as a 
“ matter of fact we actually find the aim definitely stated, even in the 
“ case of works whose aim is apparent from the very beginnmg , as also 
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“in those for the getting up of which much effort is not required ; as for 
“instance, ‘we are going to explain Dharma,’ ‘ we are going to explain 
“ the sacrifices,’ and so forth. While, even though the Science of Gram- 
“mar is extremely difficult, yet the Author when composing the Stras, has 
“ not stated either Dharma (Duty) or Artha (Wealth), or Kama (Pleasure), 
“or Moksha (Deliverance) to be the aim of the science. And certainly it 
“was not proper for him to disregard the most important factor (in the 
“ treatment of a subject). Nor can it be held that the aim was too well- 
“recognised to require a distinct mention; because it was so well-recog- 
“ nised, that even till now there is no unanimity among Grammarians on 
“the point ! 

“ (Nor is it possible for Dharma to be held to be the aim of the Science 
“of Grammar, because} Dharma too is described to consist in such actions 
“ of sacrifice, &c., as bring about certain definite results; and we do not 
“ find any such Actions laid down in grammatical works. It is true that 
“ writers on Grammar have held that the knowledge of the Science of 
“ Grammar, or the using of words in accordance with the rules therein 
“laid down, constitutes a Dharma; but this too is not as ib should be, in 
“ the case of scriptural works. That is to say, the purpose or scope of a 
“scripture is always of a well-defined form ; while in the case of Gram- 
“mar, we find that there is no certainty upon the point. As for instance, 
“ Patanjali has declared that the knowledge of Grammar constitutes 
“ Dharma ; and Katyayana, fearing that such a conclusion would make the 
“knowledge of incorrect forms of words also Dharma (as the knowledge 
«of Grammar includes that of correct as well as incorrect forms), de- 
“clared that Dharma consisted in the using of words in accordance with 
“Grammar ; and then again Patanjali reiterates his own theory that if 
‘consists of the Knowledge of Grammar. And certainly, when there is 
“ such a diversity of opinion on the point, we cannot ascertain exactly what 
* the Dharma is (that would be accomplished by the Science of Granimar). 

“It is a well-recognised fact that of two correlated things, if one is 
“ held to have the character of Dharma, the other being only subsidiary 
“to it, cannot itself be recognised as Dharma. And hence (of the two 
« correlated things, the Knowledge of Grammar and the Using of Words 
“in accordance with grammatical rules) if the knowledge be accepted as 
“having the character of Dharma, then the usage (of words) which is a 
z well-established fact of ordinary parlance, being accomplished by means 
“of the said knowledge,—even though it {the Usage) is found to accord 
“a distinct help, it cannot be recognised as having any direct use; jnst 
“ag the water that is left in curd after the solid particles have heen 
“removed is not accepted to have any direct nse of its own. Con- 
“ versely, if the usage of words according to grammatical rales be taken 
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“as constituting Dharma, then the Knowledge of the Science having all ity 
“purpose fulfilled ın the helping of the Usage, there ıs no desire on our 
“park to seek for any other use for ıt, and hence even 1f we meet with 
“any Vedic texts speaking of results (as followmg from the Knowledge of 
“ Grammar), we must take them as mere Arthava@das, ın accordance with 
“the arguments laid down under Sūtra TV—ni—i And we have already 
“ explamed (under S#tra I—u-—~4) that when two things treat of the same 
‘* subject, if one of them be recogmsed to be the means of accomplishing 
“a certain result, the other is not cognised as accomplishing the same re- 
“sult, as for stance, ın the sentence—“ one who performs the Agua- 
“mëdha sacrifice, and also one who knows this passes beyond all sorrow, 
“ &c. ’—aif the knowledge of the sacrifice be recognised as really bringing 
“about the said result, why could any person engage in the elaborate 
“ sacrifice itgelf ? 

“ And again, as the Science of Grammar itself has had a beginning in 
“tıme, we can never admit the character of Dharma to belong either to 1ts 
“ knowledge or to a usage according to it Nor do we find any Vedic texts 
‘standing in need of Grammar It is only when the knowledge 1s 
“ afforded by the eternal Veda that any action in keeping therewith can 
“be accepted as bringing about a transcendental result The know- 
“ledge of Grammar, however, depends solely upon the works of human 
“authors ; and as such the mention, in grammatical works, of transitory 
“things &c. cannot be explained away by means of the arguments that we 
“ have employed with regard to the mention of such things in the Mantras 
“and Arthavadas of the eternal Veda, and as such, they cannot be held 
“ to be treating of the same subjects as the Veda. 

“Nor is Grammar itself ever recognised as eternal ; because such 
“‘eternality is set aside by the mere fact of our being fully cogmisant of 
“its propounders If the eternahty of Grammar were to be assumed on 
“the ground of the eteruality of the usage of words in accordance with its 
“‘rules,—then too, the Science of Grammar being found to have been pro- 
“ pounded by many authors, ıt can never be admitted to have any basis ın 
“the Veda, in accordance with the law contained in the Sätra I—i—29 
“ (and hence not being eternal, ıt cannot be the means of accomplishing 
“ Dharma). 

“ Nor ıs there any such (eternal) class as ‘ Vyakaranatva’, specially as 
“all collections of sentences (that make the works on Grammar) bemg 
“non-eternal (as composed by human authors), where could the eternal 
class subsist ?. 

“ It may here be urged that, ‘the works on Grammar consisting of rules 
“ (lakshanas) and the subject of the rules (2e, the words treated of and 
“ explaimed under the rules), though the former are the works of human 
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“ anthors and as such non-eternal, yet the latter being eternal, the existenca 
“ of (eternal) Vedic injunctions (in support of these) is quite possible. ’ 

“ But this cannot be; because the words being innumerable and en- 
“ tirely different (from one another), unless there is a rule or assertion 
“ embracing all of them, it is not possible for them to be spoken of in 
“ any Injunctions, as we have shown above, (that in the absence of an all- 
“ embracing assertion, we would require an endless number of Injunctions. 
“ And as the rules are non-eternal, there can be no Injunctions treating af 
s them). 

“ Objection: ‘But we find the eternality of Grammar indicated by the 
“Veda itself when we read—iasmadésha vuikria vagudyate (then comes 
“ forth a vyakria sentence) ?’ 

“ But it is not so; because all Vedic sentences being vyäkria (sancti- 
“ fied or clarified) by a traditional course of study, the sentence quoted 
“refers to these same Vedic sentences that are uttered at sacrifices or 
“ during the study of the Veda. That isto say, the Vedic sentence,—hay- 
“ing its form definitely ascertained by means of the regulations with re- 
“gard to its consonants, vowels and accents, as handed down from teacher 
“to the disciple, in the course of an eternal tradicion,—is spoken of as 
“c vyākria (clarified), in contradistinction to all ordinary sentences, 
& hich are not so sanctified. And certainly there is a Dharma in the 
“ knowledge of such Vedic sentences, as composing the Mavtras and the 
‘‘ Brahmanas, as also in the performance cf actions in accordance with In- 
“ junctions laid down in these. 

“The Grammarians quote the following passage from the Veda, in 
“support of the theory that Grammar in itself affords the means of ac- 
“complishing Dharma: ‘A single word correctly known, duly used, in 
“ accordance with scriptures, becomes a means of fulfilling ail desires in 
“Heaven aud on Earth.’ But this also is in praise of Vedic stady itself. 
“In continuation of the Injunction that ‘ one should read the Veda every- 
“day, ’ we have an obligatory rule which lays down the necessity cf the 
“ daily reading up of even a single Rk, Yajush or Séma; and in ~eference 
“ to this, we have the praise above quoted, which means that in a cise oneia 
“ unable to read up even a single complete Mantra, if he manages co utter 
“a single word as found in the scripture, that single wod becomes a 
“« means of fulfilling all his desires ; the expression ‘ Cdstriinvifa’ thus mear- 
“ing that which is found in the Veda ; * correcily used’ = uttered or studied 
‘in full accordance with the regulations of study—sach 23 Initiation, 
“living with the tutor, attending upon him, wita the secre, Kuga in 
“ hand, and so forth. 

“ Another passage that they bring forward is‘ Hence the Braimane 
“should not behave like the Miehs, is, he should not tals incorrectly, 
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“because an incorrect word verily is Mleccha’ But this passage only 
“lays down the proluibation of distorting the traditional readings of the 
“Woda tis cily the ordinary expression of the word that can be un- 
“derstood as ‘opacabda’ (incorrect word), as ıt would be at variance with 
“ Ved.c nodes of expression , and that which 1s at variance only with ordinary 
“ everv-day expressions can never be known as ‘apacabda’ Because even 
“sacl wo: ds as ‘g@23’ &c, (which the orthodox Grammarian would call 
“on upigvide) are perceptible by the ear, and as such they cannot but 
“be acesp.ed as denotable by the word ‘Gabda,’ as comprehended under 
“the suea of * Qabda,” and as included in the class‘ Cabda’ If 1t 1s abso- 
“ lutely necessary to apply the word ‘ apagabda,’ to expressions at variance 
“ with ordinary expressions,—then, we cannot apply ıt to the languages of 
“the Barbara and other countries not included within the sacred hmits of 
“ Aryaveita defined as the country included between the Him@laya and 
“the VYindkya mountaims, where the black deer roam about; because 
“with regard to the languages of such foreign countries, we have the 
“ prohibition, ‘One should not teach the language of the Mlecchas,’ and the 
“ above-quoted passag e speaks of ‘ Mleccha word’ as synonymous with ‘apag- 
“abda,’ therefore we must apply the word ‘ apacabda’ to the words cur- 
“rent in foreign languages (which are at variance with those current im 
“ Aryavarta) And as all practices and usages of these foreign countries 
“are prohibited for the Arya, it is only natural that they should avoid 
“ther language also And further we can never apply the word ‘ Mlec- 
“chic’ tu any such words and expressions as ‘ gavt’ &e , that are current in 
* Kryavarta, because the Aryavarta can never be spoken of as ‘Mleccha’ , 
“and hence these words can never be spoken of as ‘apacahbdu’, specially 
* as an analogous word we have ‘apavria’ (contrary conduct) , and this 
“is found to be applied only to such conduct as 1s not permitted in 
« Aryavarta. 

“ Another passage quoted by the Giammarian is—‘If one who has 
“taken to the Agmhotra happen to utter an apacabda, in expiration of 
“this, he should perform the Sa asvati sacrifice ’ But this only lays down 
“an expiatory rite that ıs to be performed if the person happen either to tell 
“a he, or to distort a Vedic reading, or to pronounce a word of some foreign 
“language, and 16 does not refer to the usc of words that may not be 
“sanctioned by the comparatively modern inles of Giammar. Because if 
“the use of words at variance with those sanctioned by these rules were 
“so very sinful, how could all Agnihotris deviate from this rightful path 
“(and we actually find them making use of such words as ‘ g@vi’ and the 
“‘iike) ? O:1, how could they escape from being cried down as vulgar? As 
“na rule, we find that in the case of persons who have their minds always 
‘engaged in the performance of Dharma, it 1s only once in a away that they 
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can be found slightly infringing any rules (of conductor of speech). Andas 
“ a matter of fact, we do not find the using of such words as ‘ g&vi,’ aud the 
“jike-marked down as an ‘infringement’; nor do we find people having 
“any doubts or aversion to their use, as they have to the eating of Kalanja 
“(flesh of an animal killed by a poisoned arrow). And even if we take the 
“eases of a thousand Agnihotris, we do not find anyone of them to be 
“ using only such words as are sanctioned by the modern rules of Grammar. 

“ Even among the authors of the Kalpas, the Sutras, works on Smrti, 
“ Mimānsā and the Grhyas, many excellent writers are found to be 
“making use of words at variance with the rules of Grammar. For 
“instance, in the Kalpa of Macaka, we meet with such sentences as 
“ Samanamitaram Jyotishtoména,’ which is in imitation of the rule 
«i Samanamitarat gyénéna,”’ and which has the ungrammatical form 
“c ttaram’ in the place of, ‘tfarat.’ In the siitras, we read—‘ Sadasi 
“ stuniran,’ where ‘ stuviran’ is in the Aimanepada which is a highly un- 
“ grammatical form ; as the result of the action of hymning does not per- 
“tain to the person hymning, and as such the proper form would have 
“ been the Parasmaipada, as in ‘yajandi yajakih.’ So too we find Açvā- 
“layana saying—‘pratyasiiva prayageiiiam &e ,” where the word ‘ pratya- 
“ stiva’ being a compound, the correct past paiticipial affix to use would 
‘have been ‘lyap’ (and not ‘ktvG’); and again, we find him saying 
“¢ 5iyéndkshini ajya,” where there being no compound in ‘ajya,’ ‘ lyap’ 
‘was not the right affix to use. Narada says in his Ciksha— pratyūshē 
“ brahma cintayét,’ where the word ‘ prafydshé ’ (instead of ‘ pratyiishasi’) 
“igas ungrammatical as the words ‘ gai’ and the like. We find Manu him- 
“self saying—‘ jnatarah santi métyukivé,’ where the correct form would 
“ have been ‘ mé ityuktvd,’ and still he has disregarded the rules of Gram- 
“mar on the point and has merged the ‘i’ of ‘iti’ into the ‘8’ of ‘més.’ 
“ In the Mim&nsa, we have the sūtra ‘ gavyasya ca tadadishn,’ ( vili-i-18) 
“where the word ‘ gavya,’ applicable, according to approved grammatical 
“rules, to something proceeding from the body of the cow, has been applied in 
“the sitira to the ‘ Gav&amayana’ sacrifice. Then again, we have the si#ira 
“< dydvostathéts cēt, where the word ‘ dyāvoh ° is wrongly used for * dyāvā- 
“prthivyoh.’ So also we find the author of the Grhyas speaking of mür- 
« ‘thanyabhijighranam’ instead of ‘ mirdhanyabhighranam.’ Through- 
“ont the Nirukta, we find many words used against all rules of grammar ; 
« such, for instance, as the assertion ‘ br&ahmané bravanāt, ” which occurs dur- 
“ing the interpretation of the word ‘brahmana’ as occurring in the mantra 
“c Samvatsaram çüçäyānā’ &c., where the word ‘ brahmana’ is explained 
“ as apylying to one who is capable of speaking or explaining ; and here the 
“ proper form to use would have been ‘ brahmano vacandé’ and not ‘ brava- 
“mai;’ because in such cases the root ‘brū’ is transformed into ‘ vaci, 
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“ according the sūta ‘brutd vaceh’ (Panimi II—iv—53) And as for Puranas 
“and Itihasas, there ıs no end of such ungrammatical words in them, as 
“for instance, ‘ubhabhya’ which 1s applied by tamers of elephants, 
“ Royal Princes and others, to such elephants as are capable of stirking with 
“ both tusks sumulianeously, and this 1s not in keeping with any rules of 
“grammar Even inthe Veda, we find many forms that are not ın accord- 
“ ance either with general grammatical rules, or with those rules that have 
“ been framed with special reference to Vedic usage 

“ Nor can these anomalies in the Veda be said to bein accordance with 
“such grammatical rules as lay down exceptions with reference to the 
“ Veda—as for instance, ‘the rules with reference to the terminations &, 
“aie not always observed in the Veda,’ or that ‘in the Veda there are 
“many anomalies,’ and so forth Because there are certain instances 
“ where even these exceptions do not serve to justify the uses E g, 
“€ madbyë dpasya,’ where the change of ‘ apm’ into ‘ dpasya’ 1s ın no way 
* justifiable; so also in ‘nicinavd:am,’ where instead of the word ‘ dvara’ 
“we have ‘vara’ which.is found nowhere else except in the Lata 
“language. 

“From these consıderatıous we conclude that there is no use of hav- 
“ing any rules with regard to the uses of words as are laid down in gram- 
“matical works, for the sumple reason that no such rules can take in all 
“the words that are used. 

“ And futher, even those who occupy the utmost pimnacle of gramma- 
“ tical knowledge, are actually found to be making use of such ungrammatical 
“forms of words as ‘g@vt’ and the lıke For instance, in the Sata (Pani- 
“ni), the Varitka (of Katyayana) and the Bhishya (of Patanjal), we 
“come across many coriupt forms of words And certamly those sitting 
“on the horse, could never forget of the horse’s existence, if they had the 
“ shehtest intelligence, 

“ For instance, we have the sitra ‘ Jamkartuh prakrith’ (Pamm—L-.w- 
“ 80), where we find two giammatical mistakes, the word ‘ Juno’ signifies 
“the root ‘jan’ (to produce), and certamly the sūtra docs not lay down 
“the Ablative termination for the producer (kartā) of the soot, and the 
“word ‘Jam’ never being capable of sigmfying ‘that which 1s produced,” 
“< Jankarir’ can never mean the * producer,’ (which is what was really 
“ meant); and hence we conclude that the word ‘Janikarty’ 18 as m- 
“correct in the sense of ‘ producer,’ as the word ‘agva’ in the sense of 
““poor.’ (2) The second mistake isthat the compound ‘ Jankartuh’ itself 18 
“ absolutely ungrammatical, being a direct infringement of the sūtra ( Pani- 
“nı Il-n-15) that lays down that there can be no compounding with the 
“ nominatives ending ın the affixes irc and aka , a3 here we have the com- 
“pounding of the word ‘kaitr’ (k> and irc), so also in the sia 
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“ prayqjako hetugea,’ (Panim I-1v-55) where we have the compounding of 
“ the word ‘proyoyaka’ which ends in ‘ aku’ 

“So also in the Vartika (of Katyayana), we meet with the sentence, 
‘““dambhéthalgrahanasya gdtewdcahaivat siddham,’ where the compound 
“ ‘jātıvãçaka ’ is an inftingement of the sta II-1-15 (the word ‘ vaicaka’ 
“ending in ‘aka’) And agam, we read— Gnyabhdvyaniu kalagabdavya- 
‘‘ vayat,’ and here, in the first place, the compound in ‘ dnyabhavya’ itself 
‘is not easily exphcable, and even when we are able to explain the com- 
“ pound, the name ‘compound’ would preclude the name ‘ adjective’, and 
‘as such we would have the affix ‘shya%’ used in a word which is not 
“an Adjective, and this would be an infiingement of the sūtra of Panini 
“ V-1-124 (and then too the affix would be absolutely useless, as 14 would 
“not change the meaning of the orginal word) 

“In the Bhashya (of Patanjali) too, we find the expression ‘avi av- 
“ kanyayéna,’ which is a Tatpu: usha compound containing within itself a 
‘ Dvandva compound (avigca avikagca=aviravakau, avwavikayoh nyayena= 
 aviravikanyayeia), and here, ıt was absolutely necessary to delete in the 
“ former compound the nomimaiive termination in the first ‘ avzh,’ in accor- 
“ dance with the sūtra of Panini Il-iv-71, but this has not been done in 
“the expression cited (the correct form of which should have been ‘ avya- 
“mkanyayéna’) And again, we 1ead—anyathdhrivad cdditam anyatha- 
“hriva parihdrah’, where we find that the affix ‘xamul’ has not been 
“used even though iis use 18 distinctly laid down by Péuiniin sūta 
‘t TI I-1v-27 

“ Nor can the use of the above expressions be justified on the ground 
“of their bemg ‘xwpatas’ (grammatical forms assumed to be correct) and 
“as such quite correct. We can apply the mechanism of the ‘ pata’ 
“only to those words that are not found to ba subject to any othe: rules 
« For those however that come directly under certain rules, their use is 
‘entirely barred by such rules (af the use ıs against them) Because 
“we have already shown above that when there is contradiction between 
‘ usage and Smrtz, the latter always sets aside the former And ın the 
‘instance cited above, we find the expressions Janzkartuh, d&c, to be 
“directly against certam distwet rules A word is said to be correct on 
“ the ground of its being a nıpāta, only when 16 1s not found to be against 
“any direct Rule, because in that case, there beg no Smrir (1e, Rule) 
‘applying to the word, the mere fact of 1ts being used is made the ground 
“ of assuming a rule relating to the parts of the word, and thereby the 
“word may be justified 

“Some people might argue that the rules (laid down by Panint) ere 
“ not applicable to the language of the rules (the sifras) themselves, be- 
“cause 1b 18 impossible for anything to have an action npon itself, aad 
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“ because that which 1s the ‘ lakshana’ (the means of pointing out) cannot 
«itself be the ‘lakshya’ (the object pointed out). 

“ But we cannot admit of any such arguments; because the word 
“ appearing ın one stira can very well form the object of, and be amenable 
“ to, the defimtions (and rules) contained ın another sära, exactly as one 
*t word is always capable of being pointed out by another word (And this 
“ would not be a case of anything having an action upon itself) 

“And as a matter of fact, we find the Mah&bhashya itself applying 
“ one rule or siitra (of Pani) to another sūtra , as); for imstance, we read 
‘under sūira I-1-I—* why have we not here the K instead of the final O?’ 
“ this question distinctly showing that sūtra I-1-1 1s meant to be amenable 
Sto sūtra VIlI-n-30, and again under sūtra II-1-1, we read—‘ koyam çab- 
s dah’ &c,, which goes on to explain the word m question in accordance 
‘with another sira. And as a matter of fact, 1f stiitras were not applicable 
“to sūtras, whole works of grammar would form a mass of mistakes And 
“ any half-and half application of the rules would make the work entirely 
“ untrustworthy. 

“ Some people might argue thus’ ‘The rule that one should use only 
c correct words is laid down with special reference to the words used dur- 
“ing the performance of a sacrifice, and not to those used in the sétras or 
“in their commentaries ’ 

“ But this is not right, (1) because the using of correct words 1s 
“‘enoken of as ‘brmging about all desirable results on ths world as well as 
“in heaven’, and (2) because otherwise the mention of ‘one who has 
“taken to the fire’ (Agnihotri) would be absolutely redundant in the 
« Vedic text which lays down that if such a person utters an imecorrect 
« word he should perform the Sdrasvat? sacrifice, because the person enga- 
“ ved in a sacrifice ıs always ‘one who has prepared the fira’, and hence tf 
s the using of correct words were necessary for him only, ıt would not be 
“ necessary to mention such a person in the above text laying down the 
“ Sdrasvat? sacrifice. 

“Yn the chapter on Jyotishtoma, we read—‘tasmad bréhmanaine 
“ mlēcchitavar’? (said with reference to the Vajasnéyis), and though this 
“ ocenurs with special reference to the performance of a sacrifice, yet ın this 
“ case, the word ‘ mlécchitavar’ means the distorting of the readings of the 
“ Veda established by tradition, or the using of the language of the Mléc- 
“ chas, as we have already shown above (And hence this text can have no 
“ bearing upon the point at issue). 

“Then againin the Mahabhashya, we find that, having put the question 
“ _. which are the words here treated of?’ the author replies—‘ the 
“ words Vedec as well as worldly, where the words used in the Veda are re- 
* presented as something absolutely different from those ın ordinary 12, 
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* But as a matter of fact, we find almost all the words in the Veda to be 
“the same that are met with in ordinary usage; and as such only a very 
“slight differentiation, if any, was needed. And hence an assertion like 
“the above—expressing as it does an absolute difference between them— 
“ cannot be justified. 

“ Again, the Maha@bhashya has cited the words ‘gauh; * gdvah,’ &., 
“as being those met with in ordinary usage; but this is not quite right; be- 
“cause all these words are found in the Veda also; and have been borrow- 
“ed from the Veda itself. Itis only such words as are spoken of in the 
&“ sutras as being used in ‘ordinary usage oniy; that should have been cited 
“(as the examples of words in ordinary usage). In the same manner, as 
“examples of ‘ Vedic words,’ the Mahabhishya has cited— Cunno dévirabhish- 
 tayé Fc. §e.;’ but this too is not correct; because the words contained in 
“ these-— Cam &c.’—are also met with in ordinary usage; and the parti- 
“eular order in which they occur in the particular sentence cannot justify 
“ng in speaking of them as exclusively ‘ Vedic.’ Nor does Grammar treat 
“ of sentences. And hence it is only such purely Vedic forms as ‘ grb’- 
“nimt, ‘datviyatha ’ and the like, that should have been cited here; and 
“not ‘Canno dévi &c.’ But such purely Vedic forms could not be com- 
“ patible with another declaration of the Mahabhashya—that ‘ the meanings 
“ of words are known from ordinary usage’ (because the purely Vedic forms 
“can never have their meanings ascertained by ordinary usage). 

« And on the other hand, if Grammar treated of only such words 
“ as are met with in ordinary usage, it could refer to only such words as 
“ ‘ogee’ and the like; as it is only these that are exclusively ‘ worldly,’ 
‘never being met with in the Veda. And as for the words ‘gauh’ and 
“the like, they can certainly be said to have been borrowed, in ordinary 
“usage, from the Veda itself. As says Manu: ‘ Hach of the various 
“works on Smrii &c., were composed out of the Veda itself.” And asa 
“matter of fact, even nowadays we find that persons learned in the 
“Vedas, make use of whole sentences from the Veda, even in giving ex- 
“ pression to thoughts relating to every-day life; and in that case, it is by 
“no means impossible for single words to have been borrowed from the 
“ Veda. 

* Then again, the words contained exclusively in the Veda, having their 
“forms indelibly fixed by the well-regulated traditional system of the 
“ vetting up of each individual word therein contained, do not stand in 
“ need of any rules or definitions (for the pointing out of the correct 
“ forms of words), specially as for these there can be no better, or more 
“authoritative, means of comprehending than the Teacher himself. 
“ And in fact Panini himself has declared the rules and definitions to be 
“dependent upon the Veda, which clearly shows that these rules can have 
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“very little use, with 1eference to the purely Vedic forms of words 
“ Because the laying down of any rules with regard to Vedic words would 
“be as useless as the laying down of rules for agriculture &c., which are 
“ matters of ordinary every-day experience 


“The Mahabhashya has pointed out various uses of the Science of 
“ Grammar, chief among which are (1) Raksha, (2) Üha, (8) Agama, (4) 
“ Laghu, and (5) Asandéha, but none of these 1s tenable, because all these 
“are accomplished by means other than Grammar, which 1s found to be 
“ of very slight, 1f any, use in them. 

(1) As for ‘Raksha’ or the preserving of the Veda, the greatest 
* means of this protection consists ın the relationship of the Teacher and the 
“pupil, because 1t 1s a well-known fact that the form and order of the 
* Vedic sentences which have got nothing to do with grammar, have been 
“kept intact only on account of the fact of their being continually studied, 
“ and the shghtest disar:angement in the order has been said to be a very 
“ serious offence, (which 1s not pointed out by Grammar, according to which 
“any difference ın the order of the sentence ıs not a matter of any conse- 
‘‘quence) And with regard to this, ıt has been said—‘ That by means 
“of which the object ın question 18 fully compiehended 1s accepted as its 
“Jakshana or definition, and that which leaves off even the hundredth 
“part of the object, can be accepted to be of very little use ın the matter’ 
‘ That is to say, the traditional system of teaching the Veda ıs found to 
“have ever been the means of keeping intact, everything m connection 
“with it, while Gramma: deals with the single factor of words, and leaves 
“off all the more important ones, of the sentence, 1tg order &c., and as 
“ such Grammar cannot be held to be of much use, ın matters relating to 
“the Veda, specially ın the preserving (Baksh) of 1t. 

« We also find that even in whatis known as the Sama Véda, there are 
“certain rules and definitions, and it is these that are proper and useial, 
“ helping the accomplishment of all things (ım connection with the Sama), 
“while, on the othe: hand, the Gramma: has got very little use with re- 
“gard to what should be done, Thatis to say, m the Aucchkya section 
“of the Samavidhana, find all the parts of the Sama defined ın accor- 
“ dance with a definite order, and this helps us to all the mformation that 
“we want with regard to the form of the Sama, and these definitions 
“ serve the further purpose of dividing the Sama into 11s five parts of the 
‘s Prastava &c , specially at the time that we are passing from one verse to 
“another, While as regards the Grammar, as 1ts sole use lies 1m the def- 
“ning of certain forms of words only, 16 can have but very little use in the 
‘keeping of the Vedas, which are collections of various combinations 
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“of words and sentences, and which can never have their words newly 
“created or formed. For a person who could keep up the words and sen- 
“ tences, and the various combinations of these, as contained in the Veda, 
“by the help of the rules &c., detailed in the Veda itself,—he could cer- 
“tainly successfully keep up, by the same means, the idea of the roots and 
“affixes &c., (and for this small matter of roots &c., there can be no use 
“of a different branch of study in the shape of Grammar). 

“And again, if the persons learned in the Veda would believe in the 
“fact of the Veda being kept up by means of the Grammar, whenever 
“they would have any doubts on any point relating to the Veda, they 
“would proceed to the Grammarian to have them removed. But (as a 
“ matter of fact the means of keeping up the Veda being contained in the 
“ Veda itself, why should the Vaidika seek the help of the Grammarian ; 
“ because) when a person has a vessel full of water hanging by his own 
“side, wherefore should he seek after other sources of water for washing 
“his hands? And even in ordinary life we find that when a man wants 
“ to know something, he betakes himself to persons that are recognised to 
“be authorities on the subject in question. For instance, the Ayurvéda be- 
“ing the science most'needed in regard to medication, it is from the 
“ doctors of that science that people learn all abont the nature and the 
“ medicines of diseases. 

“In the same manner, whenever in the mind of the Vedic student 
“there arise doubts or misconceptions with regard to the words and sen- 
“tences of the Veda, the only persons that afford any help in clearing 
“away the difficulties, are the more advanced among his own fellow- 
“students of the Veda, and not the grammarians. Hence, as a matter of 
“fact, we find that the whole of the Veda is kept up by means of these 
“students themselves; and even when there are actual mistakes in the 
“accents and the letters, the Vaidika student never condescends to seek 
“the help of the teachers of other sciences (which they consider to be far 
“beneath their own science of the Veda). And hence, the teachers of the 
“ Veda, who are exceptionally devoted to the good of their disciples and 
“always anxious to help them in their difficulties, are the only persons 
“that help in keeping up the Veda; and hence it is this traditional system 
“ of teaching alone that can be admitted to be the means of the Veda being 
“ kept intact. 

“And thus we find that the Science of Grammar cannot be said to be 
“studied for the purpose of preserving the Veda. 

“ And as for ordinary parlance too, all that is necessary, in the way 
“ of talking and writing—even of poetical works and the rest—is actually 
“found to be accomplished, even without any Grammar, by the help of the 
“ languages themselves. 
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“ Even though found to serve no useful purpose in ordinary talk- 
“ ing d&c , the Science of Grammar may be held to have its use inthe composi- 
“tion of Sanskrit poetry, exactly as the rules and regulations contained in 
“the several Prakrta Grammar &, have their use in that of Prakrta 
“poetry and drama é&c ,—yet (we could explaim the s#tra as that) the 
“ Seience of Grammar not affording the rules and regulations with ro- 
“ regard to the composition of poetry, and such compositions being capable 
“ of being accomplished by means of the mere languages themselves, the 
“ said grammar could not rightly be accepted as laying down any proper 
“rnles for the usage of words Even ın the matter of the ornaments of 
“ Poetry, grammar is not found to be of much use, on the contrary, 16 1 
“only on account of the restriu.tions of grammar that authors are often 
“ obliged to use distinctly unmelodious and unrythmical words and ex- 
“ pressions 

“Then again, the mere fact of a certain word being grammatically 
“ correct, cannot justify us to use it, 1f 1t happens to be one that 1s not ac- 
‘‘eepted ın ordinary usage, and as for the words that are already estab- 
“lished in ordinary usage, any rules or definitions would be absolutely use- 
“ less 

“ And tbus we find that even in ordmary parlance, Grammar cannot 
“ serve the purpose of keeping up any words or expressions &e, 

“ (2) As for Uha (Conjecture or supplying of ellipses), the Science of 
«“ Grammar can serve no aseful purpose in this conjecture or supplying of 
“ words, because this purpose is distinctly found to be served by other 
“ means, exactly like the differentiation of that which can be thus supphed 
from that which cannot (which differentiation is done by the science of 
“| Mimansa itself) 

“ For instance, the Mantras that are employed in the Primary sacri- 
« fce, —on such grounds as (1) the fact of thar having a duect bearing 
“upon 1t, (2) that of their serving a certain visible purpose with regard 
‘t to it, (3) that of their forming an integral part of the sacrifice 1tself,— 
sn these five cases, there can be no conjectural modifications made in the 
“ Mantras, when they come to be employed at the corresponding subsidiary 
“sacrifices While in cases other than those thus specified, the Mantras 
“ undergo conjectural modifications, according to the special purposes that 
present themselves 

“ And when one can obtain all these informations from other sources, 
“independently of the Science of Grammar, how could he fal to get at the 
“proper words to give expression to these? At all times, the Veda is the 
“only Model or Receptacle (of words and expressions); and as such, 
“ people could very easily get all the words that they want from the Veda 
‘itself (and there would be no use of Grammar m this). And agam, 
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“ when we find such words as ‘ gāvī’ and the like being actually used wrth 
“reference to certain definite objects, how could this well-established 
“ asage be ever set aside P 

“ As regards the words signifying the names of deities, we have the 
“law laid down under sūtra X-1y-23, which shows that they are employed 
“ın the sacrifices in the very form that 1s pointed ont by the parts of the 
“ same or other sentences, m accordance with the procedure laid down im 
“ the original Injunction, without the slightest reference to any considera- 
“ tions of the correctness or otherwise of one or the other of the various 
“synoryms of words And on this point we have certain Stences, like 
“the Kalpasiitras and the Mimānsā, which serve to point out the use of 
“the said names in regard to Dharma 

“ As for the woids that signify the substances and their p: operties 
“ &c., these have their complete forms pointed out by the objects lymg near 
‘ tho person concerned, and as such come to be used m connection with 
“the sacrifice, and hence there being no chance for the use of any words 
“not so pointed out, even though there may be certain words (denotative 
" of substances and properties) that are used with reference to an object 
“meant to supply the deficiencies in the Mantias concerned,—yet their 
“use cannot be regulated by the Science of Grammar, as this 18 not found 
“to have any bearing upon such usage The use of Mantras in the Primary 
“sacrifice 13 in accordance with certain scriptural Injunctions, (contained 
“San the Veda), while in the subsidiaries, their use 18 regulated by the 
“ exigencies of the circumstances and objects concerned, and this does not 
“ necessarily consist of only such forms of words as are ın keeping with 
“ grammatical rules 

“ As for the 1ules of Grammar itself, they cannot have any basis in the 
“ Veda, and as they are the products of the human bram, they cannot have 
“an injunctive force, and as they are found to have their own authority 
“shaken by the additions and alterations, deletions and contradictzons, 
“ contained ın the sitras themselves,—to contain in themselves endless 
“ discrepancies m the modifications of roots and affixes that are gratuitous- 
“ ly laid down (in grammatical works),—-and to depend upon such known 
“human agencies as those of Panini and others,—they can never be ac- 
“‘ cepted as scriptures bearing upon the eternal use of words during the 
“ performances of the eternal sacrifices 

“Thus then, those persons who are experts in the knowledge of the 
“ sacrifices and their accessories, having all their necessary conjectural 
“ modifications accomplished by means of the usage of words in the Veda 
‘Sand in ordinary parlance,—what would be the use of Grammar (an re- 
gard to such Conjectures)? 

“ And 1¢ 18 with a view to this well-known incapabuility of the Science 
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“of Grammar to accomplish any such conjectural modifications (in the 
“ Mantras) that the Commentators (on the Kalpasiitias) have declared 
“as follows ‘The subsidiaries (Purānātyð, &c), the names of relations 
“ (Smother, &c ), the organs of sense (the Sun as the Hye)—these do not 
“undergo any conjectural modifications, as we find in the case of the 
“ Adhrigu Mantra (Dévyth camitiiah, e y (this shows certam cases where 
“ such modifications are possible, and certainly these cannot in any way be 
“ affected by the rules of Grammar) 

(3) “The third use of Grammar that the Mahabhashya speaks of 18 
“ Agama or Scripture, but in that case, wherefore has not the study of the 
“ Veda been descitbed as the result of sacrifices? Thatis to say, the serp- 
“ture is known to be the origin of all that has to be done in the way of 
“sacrifices, and not as their purpose (and hence to assert the scripture to 
“be the purpose served by the rules of Grammar would be as reasonable 
“as to declare the study of the Veda to be the result of the sacrifices laid 
“ down in 1b) 

“ If ıt be urged that what the Mahabhdshya means ıs that the use of 
“ Grammar is that which 1s pointed out as such, im the scriptures ,—even 
“this could not hold water , because we do not find any such use mentioned 
“ın the scriptures, and also because the text that 1s brought forward ım 
“support of the study of Grammar distinctly mentions the fact of such 
“study not serving any purpose ‘That 1s to say, the Vedic text ın ques- 
“tion is‘ the Veda with all its six subsidiary sciences 1s to be studied 
“without a view to any result’, and this distinctly shows that the study 
"of grammar has no use As for scriptures, we do not admit of any such, 
“ apart from the Vedic texts themselves; and certainly, how could the eternal 
“ Veda contain any injunctions with regard to the study of the rules of 
“ grammar, which have had a beginning in time ? 

“Thus then, we see that the only Injunction that we actually have in 
“the Gatapatha Braéhmana is that ‘the Veda should be studied,’ which 
“lays down the study of the Veda alone; and this 1s the only Injunction 
“ that could be found ın the Veda, as this 1s the only one that refers to an 
“ eternal subject of study And as for the Injunction of the study of gram- 
“mat or any other of the subsidiary sciences, we do not find any such in 
“any branch of the Veda And again that (grammar) which consists of 
“things (rules) that have had a beginning ın time, cannot be said to have 
“the character of the Veda, or to have a self-sufficient authority, as both 
“these facts are dependent upon eternality 

“And asa matter of fact, Grammar has got no claims to be count- 
“ed among the ‘subsidiary sciences’ of theVeda, because it does not serve any 
“necessary purpose with regard to the Veda, nor does 1t form an mtegral 
“part of ıt That ıs to say, none of the six means of interpretation— 
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“ Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, Context, Syntactical C »mection 
“ Postion or Name—pomts to Grammar as serving any usefu. pw pose 
“with regard to the Veda, and as for being an imtegral part of the Veda 
“ how could that which has had a beginning im time form part of that which 
“is eternal? 

“ For these reasons, we must explain the expression ‘the Veda with 
“its six subsidiary sciences’ as referring to its constituent parts, in the 
“following manner The ‘six subsidiaries’ referred to must be taken to 
«be the six means of interpretation—Dhirect Assertion &e, as it is only 
“ when interpreted through these that the Veda becomes capable of rightly 
“ pointing out Dharma. 

“An objection is herermsed ‘If the anbsidiaries referred be taken 
“as those contained in the Veda itself (2 e, Direct Assertion, &c ), and not 
“as anything outside 1t (as Grammar, Nuukta, &e ), then 1n that case the 
“ qualification wth the siz subsediarzes would be absolutely meaningless 
“ Specially as we can have a qualification, only when such a one is possi- 
“ ble, and when a qualification 1s actually needed for the purpose of set- 
“ ting aside certain incongruities (or contradictions), and certainly as there 
“ıs no incongruity in the Veda with regard Direct Assertion &c, what 
“could be specified by a qualification of these subsidiaries? [That is to 
“say, Grammar not being mvariably concomitant with the Veda, a 
“ qualification ıs needed im order to make ıt an object of study together 
“with the Veda, while Duect Assertion, &e , are always contained in the 
“Veda, and hence any qualification of these would be absolutely mean- 
‘“‘ingless |’ 

“Reply Our firm conviction is that one who studies the Veda, 
“with a full knowledge of these—Duirect Assertion, &c ,—and a due differ- 
“ entiation of these, by means of the canses, forms and results (of actions),— 
“ he alone fulfils in full the conditions of the said Injunction (that one 
“ should study the ‘Veda with its six subsidiaries °) 

“ Or, we might take the expression should study ın the sense of should 
“ understand or know, andın that case the said Injunction would mean 
“ that one should know the Veda as consisting of Duect Assertion, ge Or, we 
“could take the expression ‘ Vedodhy@yah’ as ‘vedah dhéyah’ (and not as 
“tvedah adhyéyah’), the meaning of the Injunction being that one should 
“ contemplate on or ponder over the Veda, which has all its meanings manı- 
“ fested by means of Direct Assertion, &c. 

“Thus we find that the said Injunction lays down the ponde:ing over 
“ the meaning of the Veda, in the way shown in the Mimansa sitras, and 
& 1t can never be taken as laying down the study of Grammar 

‘Then again, as a matter of fact, we have certain grammatical facts 
‘ton the Veda itself, and the said Injunction of the study of the six 
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“subsidiames may be taken as referring to the Grammar that is contained 
‘ın the Veda. As for mstance, the Veda pomts out the reason why the 
“ curd ıs called ‘ dadhi,’ and so forth ; aud in this way we have m the Vedic 
‘“ Arthavadas, many grammatical and etymological explanations of words, 
“ And the said Injunction may be taken as laying down the study of the 
“ Injunctive portions of the Veda, together with the Arthavadas that con- 
“ tain such explanations. 

“Or again, there are certain Pdiigdkhyas in relation to each branch 
“ of the Veda, which are studied with as much regard as the Veda itself ; 
“and as these are actually found to be of use in matters relating to the 
“ Veda, they can certainly be taken as the ‘Subsidiaries’ of the Veda. 
“That is to say, those that are actually found to have a certain use (or 
“ operation) in regard to the Veda, cannot but be accepted, by that fact 
“alone, as 1ts subsidiaries , but this cannot be said with regard to the works 
“ of Pani: and the rest, which only here and there treat of Vedic senten- 
“ces, and that too, only with a view to cloak it ın Vedic authority. 

‘Tf ıt be uged that the gıammars of Panmi and othe: s could beaccepted 
“as ‘sciiptures ’ relating to Actions, just lke the Pratigakhyas,—we cannot 
“ but deny it, because the grammars of Panini and the rest do not at all 
“treat of the form of the Veda itself; that 1s to say, all that these gram- 
“mas do is to lay down certain purified forms of words, without any 
“reference to the form of the Veda While the Piatigakhyas deal with 
“ accent, conjunction of letters, hiatus, explanations, precedence and se- 
“ quence, &c , all of which are directly connected with the study of the text 
“of the Veda itself. And as such this fact distinctly points to the fact of 
“the Pratugakhyas, and not the grammars of Panini, &c , bemg the real 
‘*snbsidiary ’ of the Veda 

“« Noi again ıs the declaration of Scripture (as being the purpose of 
“the giammais) quite compatible with what has been asserted before in 
‘the Mahabhashya Because the Scriptwe that is here meant ıs the mere 
“ getting up of the verbal text, while the Mahdbhashya has on a former 
“ occasion, asserted the teaching of words to be the purpose of the Scripture 
“(and as nosuch teaching can be possible without a knowledge of the 
‘meaning of the Veda, the mere getting up of the verbal text cannot be 
“ accepted to be of any use in such teaching). 

“ And further, the said Injunction distincly lays down the study of the 
“ Veda with its six subsidiazies, which does not biing any worldly results 
“ to the students , and hence the assertion of the Afahabhashya that ‘tho 
‘t knowledge of Grammar constitutes a Dharma, or that of the Vart:ka that 
“‘the using of words in accordance with grammatical rules brings pros- 


“ perity,’ cannot but be rejected as being directly contradictory to the afore- 
‘tsal Vedic Injunction 
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(4) “ Another ase of Grammar that the Mahabhashya speaks of is that 
“it tends to simplify (make ‘ laghku’) the process of differentiating the correct 
“ from the incorrect forms of words. But this is only proper, being the only 
“ resource left to him, when all other uses have been shown to be untenable; 
“and this is true enough | 

“ Or, it may be that the ‘ simplification * spoken of really means * com- 
“ plication,’ by the process of ‘contrary expression’ (ie., ironical method), 
“exactly as the word ‘coward’ is applied to a really brave man ! 
“That is to say, all that grammatical works are found to do is to point 
“out the forms of words that already exist and are known in the ordinary 
“world, after having gone through endless complicated processes, such a3 
“ the laying down of most difficult verbal root formas, and queer unādi and 
“other affixes, mixed up with an endless number of extraordinary nomen- 
“ clatures and postulates, dealing with gratuitous arguments and counter- 
“arguments. And yet with all this, there are only a few students who 
“ can rightly apply these elaborate processes to words other than those 
“that are actually cited as examples. And thus we find that the process 
“ employed is terribly complicated; and then to speak of it as ‘simplify- 
“ ing’ cannot but be taken as mere empty praise (ironical). 

“ Some people have declared that the real character of words cannot 
“be known without Grammar. But it would have been as reasonable for 
“them to say the same thing with regard to the perception of Colour, 
“Taste, Odour and Touch! Certainly, in regard to matters perceptible by 
“ the senses, how conld any person, knowing the real nature of the scriptures 
“and ordinary experience, declare them to he capable of being compre- 
“ hended by means of the scriptures? Hence we must read the said declara- 
“tion thus—‘the real nature of words is not known without the sense 
“ of audition’; because on this point there is no difference of opinion; as 
“ we actually find that there is no perception of words by the deaf, &c. 

(5) “ The fifth use of Grammar that the Mahabhdshya has spoken of is 
“that it helps to remove all doubts with regard to the meanings of Vedic 
“ passages (‘ Asandéha.’) But this also is notcorrect ; because grammar does 
“notin any way help us to ascertain the meanings of words or sentences. 
“For as a matter of fact, we find that many doubts with regard to the 
“ meanings of words are set aside by the observation of the usage of ex- 
“ perienced and learned people ; and the few that are still left are cleared 
“ by the help of commentaries, etymological explanations, Kalpasiitras, and 
“the persons versed in matters relating to the Veda; because all these 
“latter deal with the meanings (of words and sentences). On the other 
“hand, Grammar takes no notice of the meanings of words, dealing with 
“merely verbal forms; and as such it cannot in any way help us in ascer- 
“ taining the meanings of Vedic passages. 
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“ For instance, in the case of a certain noun, grammar points 1 out 
“as being made up of certain roots and affixes, and as such connected with 
“a certam action (denoted by the verbal root), while, as a matter of fact, 
“we find that when the nonn 1s actually used, there 1s not the slightest 
“idea of the said action eg, the word ‘Go’ is explained as made up of 
“the root gam (to ge) and the affix dd, and these would make the word 
“ g’ applicable to all that moves (or goes) But as a matter of fact we 
“find the word used with reference to a particular class (of animals), 
“and certainly the explanation of a word must be in keepimmg with 
“its generally recognised signification (and not an arbitrary one). In 
“ the same manner, we have the words, ‘kugala’ and ‘udāra’ which, as 
“ grammatically explamed, would mean, the chopper of grass, and one whose 
“ wife v6igood (respectively), but as a matter of fact we do not find these 
“words uged im the sense fastened to them by the arbitrary grammatical 
“rale. And so also, though the words ‘agvakarna’ and ‘ajakarana’ are 
“grammatically explained as compounds (thereby being made to mean 
“ the ear of the horse and the ear of the goat respectively),—yet in ordin- 
“ary usage, they are used in the sense of certaim heibs, which have no con- 
“nection with the signification of the several constituent parts of 
“the words, exactly like the word ‘vrksha’ which grammatically 
“would mean that which is being cut, while ordimarily, it ıs used m the 
“sense of the free. So too m the case of the word ‘ Rayanya,’ though 
“ grammatically ıt is made up of the word ‘ Raja’ with a patronymic affix 
“(and thereby it would mean the kung’s son), yet the generally recognis- 
“ ed meaning 1s entirely different from the said etymological one 

“Then again, we find certain grammatical rules to be directly against 
“the Veda itself , and certainly, eyen if we accept these, they cannot be 
“accepted as subsidiary to the Veda For instance, grammar points out 
“the word ‘kdléya’ to be made up of ‘kal’ and ‘dhak; and the word 
< Vamadévya’ of ‘ Vamadéva’ and ‘ dya’ , and thus according to this, these 
“ names as applied to the Sämas, would mean the Samas seen by Kah and 
“ Vamadéva respectively, whereas ın the Veda we find these names of the 
“Sama, explained differently ‘beeause plenty of mches flow forth from 
“it, the Sama came to be known as Vamadévya’ and ‘ because the Sima 
“vemoved all impediments, therefore ıt came to be known as Kālēya’ 
“And these Vedic explanations cannot but set amde the interpretation 
“‘aupplied by grammer. In the same manner, we find in the Kalpasiira, 
“such expressions as ‘ Krehnagam vasah, ‘ Krshnavalakshé ajınē, used in the 
“ sanse of the cloth or skin that has black threads , and such meanings can never 
“ be got at even by the help of a hundred grammars ; all these being capable 
“of being learnt only from an uninterrapted tradition of the teachers and 
" students of the Veda; and so also are words like‘ yipa’ and the rest, 
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which are explained in accordance with the sequence and precedence 
s of Vedic passages. 

“ And as in the case of these words we actually find their meanings 
“duly ascertained, independently of grammar, we conclude that even in 
“the case of such words as ‘ sthilaprshati’ and the like (where the signi- 
“fication of the word depends upon the nature of the compound, which 
“ can be learnt only by means of the accent as regulated by grammatical 
“rules), we oan safely have recourse to the commentators themselves (for 
“the ascertaining of the actual meaning of the said words). And as such 
“there can be no use of Grammar on this poiut. 

“ Then again, with regard to the true meanings of sentences, thousands 
“of doubts arise in our minds; and Grammar is nat found to be able to 
“ express even a single phase of the question (to say nothing of being 
“able to set aside the doubt completely and point out the true conclusion). 

“Tf the use of Grammar lay in the removal of all doubts with regard 
“to the meaning of Vedic passages, then it would certainly have helped 
“to solve questions like the following: (1) Are the Arthavada passages 
“capable of expressing independent meanings of their own, or are they 
“only supplementary to the Injunctive passages ? (2) Is the mention of 
“the fact of the Udumbara wood being ‘ power’ to be taken as pointing out 
“a result that would follow if the sacrificial post were made of that wood, 
“or it only serves to eulogise the particular wood P? (3) Whether a certain 
“passage mentioning a reason is to be taken as an Injunction or an Artha- 
“vada? (4) Whether the use of a certain Mantra brings about & seen or 
“an unseen result ? (5) Whether it is only one or all the vessels that one 
“ has got to wash? &c., &e. If it be urged that—‘ these questions being 
“treated of by the Mimans& are not taken up by grammar, ’—then, 
“inasmuch as we find many such words as ‘sthillaprshat’ and the like 
“having their meanings duly ascertained in the Kalpasitévas, with regard 
“ to such words, it becomes all the more improbable for grammar to serve 
“any useful purpose. 

“ And again, whenever there are any doubts as to the meaning of thc 
“ orammatical rules themselves, the true meaning is ascertained through 
“ the explanations contained in the commentaries ; and certainly, there is 
“nothing to debar such explanatory commentaries appearing with refer- 
“ence to the doubtfal words occurring in the Veda (and as such there 
“would be nothing left to be done by grammar). And inasmuch as 
“there is a postulate that explanatory commentaries serve the purpose 
“of bringing about specific ideas,—just as the fact of there being certain 
“ doubts with regard to a certain grammatical rule does not deprive it of 
“its character of a ‘rule’; so too the mere fact of there being doubts 
“ with regard to a Vedic passage cannot deprive it of its Vedic character. 
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“ And until one knows the actual meanings of certain words, he can never 
“explain any Vedic passage by the mere help of Grammar , and as such 
“ this latter cannot be said to be the means of ascertaming the meaning 
“of the passage. And the explanatory commentaries to the Veda 
“being as eteinally continuous as the Veda itself, such words as 
“ ¢ sthalaprshat’ and the rest are found to be explained, without the help of 
“ Grammar. 

“{ Nor can the accents as treated of in Grammar be said to help in 
“the ascertaming of the meanings of words |. No words in ordmary 
“ usage being found to be accentuated, we conclude that accents are some- 
“ thing entirely beyond the pale of usage; and as such they cannot be uti- 
“ lised ın ascertaiming the meanings of Vedic passages Asa matter of fact 
the ascertaining of the real meanings of words is always accomplished 
“by means of the usage of experienced people And as we meet with no 
“ differentiation of accents,—as that the last word of the compound 1s acute 
“and so foith,—in the usages of these people, any specialities of accents 
“can never be accepted to have an effect upon the sigmifications of 
“ words. And if the cognition of the meanings of sentences depended upon 
“ the specialities of accents, there would be no cognition of the meanings 
“ of those Vedic passages, whose accentuation has not been ascertained 
“ But asa matter of fact, as we find the meanings of such passages duly 
“ ascertained by means of Context, &¢., (independently of the Accents), 
“ the denotativeness of those meanings cannot be said to belong to the Ac- 
“cents And hence we conclude that the accentuation of the Vedic texts 
“can have only an unseen (transcendental) result, specially as ıt 1s only 
“found in connection with the reciting of Mantras at the sacrifices in- 
“ eluded under the ordinary Brahmayajna (Daily sacrifices or Duties of the 
“ Brāhmana). 

“ And hence even the grammatical rules that refer to Accents may be 
“ said to serve some sort of a purpose with regard to such transcendental 
“ matters, but never with regard to the words in ordinary usage; because 
“ Accentuation is found to have absolutely no use in ordmary parlance. 
u And as a matter of fact, the Accentuation, as laid down in Grammar, is 
“never found to help us im ascertammmg the real meanings (of words or 
“ sentences) ; specially because what we find ın grammatical works, 
“is only a teaching of the verbal forms of words, and not of their 
“ meanings. 

“Thus then, we conclude that Grammar cannot be said to be necessa- 
“mly studied as serving the purpose of removing doubts with regard 
“to the meanings of Vedic passages, specially as ıt 1s not found to treat 
“ of such Accentuation or uses of words, &c., as could be of any use in the 
“ ascertaining of the meaning (of words or sentences). 
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“ After having laid special stress upon the five aforesaid uses of 
“Grammar, the Mahabhashya proceeds to enumerate ‘ many other uses’ of 
“it; but of these some are such as cannot be spoken of as ‘uses’: a few 
“are such as have the mere semblance of a ‘ use ’ ; while some are entirely 
“groundless. And again when the usefulness of the science has not been 
“established by means of the five, that were spoken of as the ‘primary 
“uses, that it will be proved by that of the secondary uses, is a hope too 
“ sanguine to be realised; and the attempt has all the resemblance of a 
“‘drowning man catching at a straw. 

(1) “The Mahdbhashya quotes the Vedic text—'The Asuras ut. 
“tered the (incorrect words) helayah, and hence they were defeated ... 
““... the utterance of an incorrect word is behaving like a Mleccha’: and 
“ from this concludes that the use of Grammar lies in protecting us from 
“being a Mleccha. But what the real meaning of the word -Mleccha’ 
“is we have explained above (as referring to the distorting of the textual 
“ readings of the Veda). 

(2) “ The second use spoken of by the Makabhashya is that it protects 
“us from the misfortunes that befall those uttering incorrect words, as 
“evinced by the text—‘a word pronounced incorrectly, either as to its 
“accents or letters, becomes a thunderbolt killing the sacrificer, as for in- 
“stance the word indragatru (which was addressed to Vrtra, as the killer 
“ of Indra, a Genitive Tatpurusha, but asthe accent that was used was that of 
“the Bahuvrihi compound, Vrtra became one whose killer was Indra)’ But 
“ here the Mahabhashya has substituted in this text the word ‘word’ for 
“< Mantra,’ which is the reading known to many men; and this substitution 
“of a different reading only shows an undue degree of partiality to his own 
“theories. And as for the misfortunes of sinfulness befalling the sacri- 
“ficer who employs incorrect Mantras, it is a fact that no one denies ; speci- 
“ally as we have many texts,—f.i. ‘the sentence that is killed (spoilt) by 
“ the priest, kills the sacrificer himself’—that clearly point to the fact of 
“ the discrepancies in the use of Mantras by the Priests bringing about evil 
“results to the sacrificer. And itis because the text refers to the mistakes 
“of Mantra that it has cited the use of a Mantra—‘indragatro vardhasva’ 
‘as an example, 

(3) “The Mahabhsahya cites a passage from the Nirukta :— That 
“which is pronounced simply verbally, without a knowledge of its meaning, 
“is not effective, being like dry fuel being placed where there is no fire to 
“burn it; and from this it concludes that the study of Grammar is neces- 
“sary, inasmuch as it helps us to know the meaning of Mantras, thereby 
“saving us from the predicament spoken of. But the text here quoted 
“we have explained in course of the explanation of the word atha in sūtra 
« [~-i—1, as authorising a postponement of the Final Bath, after the mere 
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“ petting ap of the text of the Veda , and we have there shown thatif we did 
“nob postpone tue Bath, we would be making the Veda, which has a pur- 
“ pose to serve, absolutely without a use, as the purpose that the Veda is 
« found to serve is the pointing out of Duty (and this could not be pomted 
“ out to the person that finishes his study with the mere getting up of the 
‘text and pays no attention to the mewung), and hence the meaning of 
“the tett quoted is that ‘the Veda that is not explained, not expressing 
“any mean.ng, becomes totally imeffective’, and this 1s quite trae, 
‘ though .u this there cin be no use fo. Grammar , because it 1s a well- 
‘recognised fact that the Science of Grammar has no bearing upon any 
“thing relating to Action (or sacrifices) Nor can it be asserted that gram- 
‘mat isa sempture relating to words, because we have shown above that 
“there igs no basis in the Veda for the rules of grammar that treat of 
“ words, and as such, these rules cannot be accepted as rightly regulating 
“the use of words either Thus then, inasmuch as the meaning of the 
“ Mantas and the Biahmanas that one has studied can be asce: tamed only 
“ by the help of the Kalpasiétas, the Nuuktas and the Mimansa, the use 
“pomted out by the Mah@bhashya should be attitbuted to these, and not 
“to Giammar (which 1s not fonnd to afford any help in the ascertaining of 
“the meanings of any passages of the Veda) 

(4) “ The next passage thatis quoted by the Maha@bhashya 1s—‘an expert 
“in the knowledge of the relations of sentences, who makes use of the 
“ correct forms of words, obtains victory in the next world , while by the use 
“of yncorrect words he becomes tinted (with sin)’, and from this it con- 
“cludes that the use of Grammar les in this leading to victory ım the 
“next world (as ıt ıs by the help of Grammar alone that we can differ- 
‘Sentiate the correct*from the incorrect forms of words) But this passage 
“also refers to the fact of the use of the correct forms of Mantras 
“and Brahmanas binging about excellent results, exactly as the use of 
“ the incorrect forms of these—ze., not as they appear ın the Veda— 
“taints the persou with sin, and as such, we take the passage to be 
“supplementary to another Vedic text—‘If the sacrifice fails in regard 
“ to the verses recited, &c , &c ’—, which speaks of similar results follow- 
“ing from the distorting of the reading of the Veda, during its reading, 
“teaching, sacrificing, either directty or indirectly. Hence we take the 
“expression—‘ one who is expert ın the knowledge of the relations of 
“ words ’—to mean the person who 1s fully cogmsant with all relationships 
“of words as established m the ordinary usages of the word , and as such, 
“ with reference to the Br&hmanas, the expression would mean one who 
“has ascertained the true forms of sentences, by means of a proper 
“ differentaation of the Subject from the Predicate, the Primary from the 
“Secondary, and so forth , while with reference to the Mantras, we take it 
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“to mean the person who is fully acquainted with the real character of 
“the Mantras, differentiating the enjoined from the unenjoined, as also 
“one that expresses its own meaning from that which expresses that of 
“another, and so forth ? For these reasons we cannot take the expression 
“to mean the Grammarian; because Grammar is found to have no bear- 
‘‘ing upon the aforesaid facts (in connection with Mantras and -Brah- 
“ manas). : 

(5) “The fifth text quoted by the Mahabhdshya is— when the person 
“ saluting another is ignorant of the fact of the last vowel of a name being 
“ acute, the person, saluted should response as to a woman’; and from this 
“it concludes that if we wish to avoid the treatment accorded to women, 
“we should learn Grammar, which is the only means of learning the 
“ acuteness, &c., of vowels. But the fact of a vowel being acute is well- 
“known through ordinary usage; and as such the condition laid down by 
“Manu in the passage quoted being fulfilled by ordinary usage itself, any 
“science dealing with these conditions of acuteness, &c., cannot be admit- 
‘ted to the position of a scripture relating to the performance of actions. 
“Nor does the above passage serve to, point out either the fact of the 
differentiation of the correct from the incorrect forms of words being 
“necessarily due to a knowledge of the roots and affixes as dealt with in 
“grammatical works; or to that of such knowledge being of any use in 
“ the said differentiation. 

(6) “ The sixth passage cited is the Injunction—‘ The Prayajas are ta 
“be performed with due attention to the gtammatical terminations ’— 
‘‘ which is taken as laying down the necessity of learning Grammar {which 
“ig the only means of knowing the terminations.) But in the first place 
“a knowledge of the terminations here spoken of is very easily acquired 
“ by means of the direct teachings of persons versed in sacrifices; secondly» 
“all the seven terminations are found to be enumerated in the Shadaka 
« gection of the Chandogya-Brahmana ; and lastly, we find all these termina- 
“tions duly pointed out în the Mantras themselves—as in ‘Agni (nomi- 
“ native) killed the Vyttras,’ ‘we address Agui (in the accusative) the 
“ killer of Vrttra,’ and ‘the fire is lighted by the fire (Instrumental),’ and 
“so forth; and all this shows that even without the grammatical works, 
“ we can have a due knowledge of the said terminations, by merely paying 
“ due attention to the words having the terminations (as they are met with 
“in ordinary usage); and thus thereby the said Prayāja being duly per- 
“formed, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture bearing upon its due 
“ performance. 

(7) “ Another passage quoted is—* one who knows the science of 
“speech, as consisting of words, accents and letters, he alone is capable of 
“rightly performing the duties of a sacrificial priest *; and this is taken to 
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“ point out the necessity of grammatical study. But as a matter of fact, 
“ this passage only speaks of the person who has duly learnt the Veda 

(8) “The eghth passage quoted is—‘ there are four kinds of 
“ words, and it 18 only those Brahmanas that know them that are said to 
“ be learned; of these three are rot pronounced by ordinary people, who 
“speak ont the fomth only’; and the ‘four kinds’ are explained by the 
“ Mahabhishya as referring to Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes and Nipatas , and 
“as a knowledge of these cannot be acquired except by the help of Gram- 
“mar, the passage ıs taken to lay down the necessity of grammatical 
“study. But in dealing with the ‘four kinds of words’ as mentioned in 
“this passage, the Niruktas have,—in accordance with then own maxim 
“that ‘all words are to be explained in accordance with the similarities 
‘of the letters therein contained, —spoken of many quartets, such as— 
“ (a) the Pranava together with the three Vyāhrtıs, (b) the four Vedas, 
“ (c) the four kinds of speech, Para, Peyanti, Madhyama and Vavkhari, 
“and certainly ım regard to none of these can Grammar serve any useful 
“ purpose Even if the quartet referred to be taken as that consisting cf 
“ Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes, and Nipatas, even then, inasmuch as all these are 
© learnt from ordinary usage itself, a knowledge of these could not stand 
“in need of grammatical study. But ın reality, this cannot be taken as 
“the quartet referred to; as m that case, the sentence—‘ it 1s the fourth kind 
“ alone that men make use of ’—would be absolutely mexplicable, as men 
‘are actually found to make use of all the four kinds (Nouns, &e). There- 
t fore the Mantra quoted cannot but have the followmg meaning, which 
‘ig the only one that ısın keepmg with the context (of the Mantra). 
“The expression ‘ Vākparımtāpadānı =the four means of mght notion,— 
“ Sense-Peiceptiov, Inference, Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency,—by 
‘which alone 1s speech (Vak) cognised (padyat® bodhyaié) , thus then 
 neople do not actually utter those three kinds of speech, or sentence which 
“are cognisable by means of the last three of the said means of right 
“ notion,—z (a) Inference, (b) Analogy, and (c) Apparent Inconsistency,— 
“ which originate respectively, (a) n the mention of the first word of the 
“ sentence ın an Injunction (as, for imstance, we have the Injunction 
“í Ishetvel, çākhām chmatti, where the mention of the first two words 
“of the Mantra leads us to infer the whole of the Mantra, which does not 
“ stand in need of bemg wholly quoted m the Injunction), (b) ın the 
“similarity of the Subsidiaries to the Primary sacrifice (as for mstance 
“we have the Injunction ‘prakriwadvikrith kartavya ’ which, through 
“ Analogy, leads us to the conclusion that the Mantras used at the Subsi- 
“diaries are the same that are used at the Primary,—the Analogy thus 
“obviating the necessity of quoting all the Mantras in connection 
“with the Injunction of the subsidiaries), (c) and in the apparent 
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“expheability of a perceptible fact (as ın the case of the Vigvayit sacrifice, 
“the fact of its actually being performed leads us to conclude that ıt 
“brings about a real result in the shape of Heaven, and as such, the 
“ Mantras of the Jyotishioma are employed at its perfo.mance) , while that 
‘ part of the speech, which is cognisable by means of duect (Auditory) 
‘‘ Sense-perception alone, and not by the aforesaid three means of mght 
“ notion, 18 the only one that men—students of the Veda—pronounce—t e, 
“speak out directly or lay down completely. Out of the six means of 
“right notion, generally accepted, two have bees totally removed from 
“ domg anything wrth regard to the cogmition of speech , one of these 1s 
“ Negation, which refers only to non-existing objects, and as such cannot 
“help ın the cognition of speech , another ıs Verbal Testimony, and this 
* 1u itself consists of speech only ; and as such being a receptacle of that 
“ (speech) which has to be cognised, 1t could not be accepted as the recep- 
“tacle of that which brings about the cognition. Or, ıb may be that, that 
“which is amenable to Verbal Testimony 1s that which 1s directly ex- 
“ pressed in words, and as such this being included in Auditory Sense- 
“ perception, 1s not mentioned separately. 

(9) “ Another passage quoted is—‘ The bull having four horns, three 
“ feet, two heads, &e .. 18 the great God that makes a sound, and enters 
“all mortal beings’, and the ‘ bull’ here spoken of 1s interpreted by the 
‘“‘ Mahabha@shya as Giamma itself, the ‘four feet’ beimg taken as the 
‘above mentioned four kinds of words (Nouns, &c.), the ‘three feet’ as 
‘‘ the three senses, the ‘ two heads’ as the twoshapes of words, the radical 
“and the modified, and so on, and in orde: that we may be like this great 
“God, 1t 1s necessary, says the Mahdbhashya, that we should study Gram- 
‘mar But this Mantia is spoken of with reference to the butter used 
“by the Priest at the Vashuvat sacrifice , and what its real meaning 1s we 
“have already explained in the Adhkarana (of the 2nd pada of this 
“« Adhyaya) dealing with Mantras (under the Sara I—u—46) And in 
“this, there can be no use of Grammar The interpretation of ‘four 
“ horns’ as the four kinds of words, &c, &c has got no connection with 
“the performance of Actions , and as such these mterpretations (of a 
‘“‘ passage occurring im connection with the performance of certam sacri. 
“ fices) can only be explained as put forth by the author of the Maha. 
“ bhashya, with the sole purpose of showing off his cleverness acquired 
“ fiom a long-continued course of grammatical study ! 

(10) “ The Mahabhashya has cited the Mantra—‘ Utatvah pagyan, &e’ 
‘¢ which 1s taken as the praise of one knowing the science of words, and as 
“ such, laying down the necessity of studying Grammar. But im reality 
“ the passage 1s ın praise of one who knows the true meanings of words, 
“as pointed ont by ordinary usage, the Niruktas, the Kalpasiitras and the 
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“tenets of the Mimans&, and as such ıt cannot be taken as im any way 
“ prasing a study of Grammar 

(11) “There ıs yet another passage quoted which speaks of the 
science of words having a purifying tendency ‘ like the sieve’, and this 
“the Mahabhashya has taken to mean that ıt ıs the study of Grammar 
“that purifies all usage of words. Butasa matter of fact the passage ig 
“in praise of a due knowledge of the meaning of the Vedic text, pumfied 
“by a long course of uninterrupted study 

(12) “The passage— If the Aginhotr: happens to use an Incorrect 
“wod he should perform an expiatory rite’—has been taken by the 
“ Maha@bhashya to sigmfy the necessity of grammatical study. But the 
“real signification of this passage we have explained above 

(13) “In connection with the naming of a child, the Kalpasitras lay 
“down that the name should begin with a certain kind of letter, and that 
“1t should contain only two or four letters, and should be one made up 
“of a verbal, and never, a nominal affix, &c, &c : and the Mahabhashya 
“nrges that these detailed instructions could never be followed unless one 
“ studied and knew the 1ules, &c , laid down in grammatical works, as with- 
“out these, one could not know what a verbal affix was But, as a matter 
“of fact, these expressions—‘ having a verbal affix’ and the hke,—could 
“not bat have been borrowed by writers on Grammar from the vocabulary of 
“the day, wnich must have had a prior existence (and as such even now 
“we can very easily learn what they mean even withcut the help of a 
“ grammar), as for the number of letters m a name, 1t1s a fact of ordinary 
“perception accompanied by memory (and as such not dependent upon 
“any grammatical rules, &c.), as for the characters of the letters, &c, 
“ these can be learnt from the explanations contained m the Çrkshās and 
“the Prategaikhyas. And we actually find people learned in the Vedas 
“very easily coming to a conclusion with regard to the naming of a 
“cluld. And hence we cannot admit Grammar to be a scripture govern- 
“ing the usage of words. 

(14) “There is a Mantra addressed to Varuna, who is descmbed as 
“having seven rivers, & ; and the Mahabhdshya takes the Mantra as ad- 
“dressed to the science of grammar, explaming the ‘seven’ rivers as the 
“ seven cuse-ter minations, &c., and from this it argues that it is necessary 
“to study Grammar, for the purpose of learning what ıs meant by these 
“< terminations,’ &c. But as a matter of fact all that grammar does is only 
“ to attribute the name ‘terminations ’ (Vibhaktis) to certain letters, &. , 
“but even this name ıt may have only borrowed from ordinary usage , while 
“ao far as the words made up of these terminations are concerned, they 
“are found by themselves both in the Veda and in ordinary parlance ; and 
“there can be no necesmty of learning grammar on this score. Then 
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“again, ever if it be absolutely necessary to explain the words ‘seven 
“rivers” figuratively, as meaning something other than actual rivers,— 
“ then, too, there are many septénaries in connection with sacrifices, that 
“ could be taken to be indicated by the said words ; for instance, there are 
“seven persons, including the priests and the master of the sacrifices ; 
“seven sentences pronounced by the Hoty priest; seven sentences 
“from the Sama and its parts; and so forth. And all these being matters 
“dealt within the historical and sacrificial portions (of the Veda), there can 
* be no need of grammatical study on the score of these.” 


“Tou seem to hold that it is only the words grammaticaily purified 
“that are correct ; and now it is for you to explain what it is that is puri- 
“ fed, and in what manner. That is to say, if grammar be held to help 
‘în the purification of words, it is not very easy to ascertain what it is that, 
‘ig purified ; and also whether the purification is in the shape of produc- 
“tion, or acquisition, or modification, or fructification into an Apiirva, or 
“the bringing about of a fresh potency. 

“Yn the first place it is not possible for any individual of the elass 
“*Cabdatva” or of the class ‘ Varratva’ to be the object parified ; 
“because this would apply to all words and letters, and as such there 
“could be no restriction (of the correct or the incorrect). And if the 
“class ‘Cabdatva’ were held to be the object purified, then any ordinary 
“sound (that of the beating of the drum for instance) would also come to 
“ be spoken of as ‘correci.” And if the class ‘ Varnatva ’ were held to be that 
= object, then the letters contained in the words, ‘ gdvi,’ &c., being ‘letters’ 
“(as much as those in ‘gauh ’), the case of these would be exactly similar 
“to that of the words ‘ gauh’ and the like. 

“The same argument holds also respecting the purification as belonging 
“to the individual letters ; and when the letter ‘ga’ has once been purified, 
as occurring in the word ‘9@,’ it being the same in the word ‘ g&zvi’ also, this 
“latter word could not but be accepted as correct. And thus all indivi- 
“dual letters having been purified, no word could ever be rightly held 
“to be incorrect. And as for the purification applying to the collection 
“ of letters, this cannot be possible, as no two letters being heard simulta- 
‘neously, there can never be any ‘ conglomeration’ of these. 

“Those again, who hold all individual letters to be undergoing 
“momentary destruction, can uever have any purification of letters; as 
“each letter being destroyed no sooner than produced, there would be 
“nothing left to be purified ; and hence even though the letter Lo an 
“entity, it can have no existence at the time of the purification, it having 
* disappeared, even at the time that we may be thinking of purifying it. And 
“if'it could be purified, no one would be-able to perceive it in its purified 
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form, and hence this purfication of the letter would be exactly like that 
«of the flour that may be said to be purified by being offered into the fire! 
“ That is to say, 1n the case of the sentence, ‘offers the flour,’ the flom offered 
“nto the fire having been burnt up by the fire, and as such becoming mm- 
“ capable of bemg seen or used again, 1f the Accusative ending ın ‘ saktin’ 
“be made the ground of accepting the view that the flour 1s purified by 
“ the fire, then, ın that case, every factor of the Injunction (‘ offers the 
“ flour’)—namely, the Floui, the Offering, the Bhavana and the Injunction 
“‘stself—would be absolutely meaningless, and for this very reason we 
“hold that there ıs no putification of the flour ın the offering Exactly 
“in the same manner, there would be a meaninglessness of all things 
“ concerned, 1f we admitted of a purification of the momentarily disappear- 
“ing individual letters 

“And the declaration of ‘uncertainty’ in the Bhashya,—as whether 
“the word be eternal or transient, the definition (of grammar) 1s equally 
“applicable—only shows, on the part of the autho, that he has either 
“ been purposely fighting shy of the above arguments, o1 simply trying to 
“hoodwink his disciples, and as such we cannot accept ıt Specially as 
“1618 only in regard to an object that 1s removed from us that there can 
“be any uncertainty; for who 1s there that has any uncertaimty as to 
“ whether fire 1s hot or cold ? 

“If however the word be held to be transient, then, the only puri- 
“fication (sansk@:a) that could belong to ıt would be production, and as 
“nch if becomes all the more impossible for Grammai to be a scripture 
“dealing with the usage of words Thatis tosay, the g:ammazian, holding 
“all correct words to be produced by the rules of Gramma, himself rejects 
“all possibility of Giammar either having a basis in the eternal Veda, or 
“being a part of ıt (because that which ıs admitted to be transient can 
“never be a pait of that which 1s eternal). 

“Tf the Veda itself be said to have been composed by means of the 
“words pioduced by Grammar, then the Veda would also come tobe as 
“unauthoritative as Grammar itself And again, 1f the word be held to be 
“ produced (and as such momentary), ıt would have no existence apart 
“from the moment of its production, and as such, there could be no 
“ purification of 1t, nor could such a word be of any use 

“For these reasons, you cannot but give up the uncertain attitude that 
“vou had taken up with regard to the eternality of a word, and hence, if 
“you hold the ‘ purification ’ to belong to the eternal word, then, (1) bemg 
“eternal, ıt could have no purification in the form of modification 
" (2) And as for the purification in the shape of Acquistion (or perception), 
“this 1s found to be accomplished by means of the sense of audition, 
“without any action of Grammar. (Hence Gammar cannot be accepted 
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“as the means of such purification). (3) As for a purification in the 
“shape of being made able to bring about a transcendental result, we 
« cannot admit of any such, in the absence of any Vedic Injunction on the 
“ point; and specially as words being found to fulfila perceptible end (that 
“ of expressing certain meanings), they can have nothing to do with anything 
“beyond the senses; for instance, the corn that is meant to fulfil the 
“ perceptible end of satisfying the hunger of a man can haveno connection 
“with any transcendental result following from its ‘ washing’ (which is ap- 
“ plicable only to the corn used at sacrifices). Nor do we find the gramma- 
“ tical rules to be laid down in connection with the performance of sacri. 
“ fees; and as such they cannot be held to bring about the purification of 
“ words, serving to accomplish a certain Apirva (or unseen Potentiality or 
“ Ageney). Nor is it possible for us to have a grammatical Injunction, 
“ gimilar to that of the threshing (of the corm) ; because how could an eter- 
“ nal Injunction speak of a process (that of grammar) that is a pure pro- 
“ duct of the human brain? And for the same reason, there cannot be any 
“Injunction of the grammatical processes, even apart from the perfor- 
« mance of sacrifices ; and even if this were possible, such an Injunction 
« could not serve any purpose with regard to the performance of sacrifices. 

« And again, if the word were to be purified for the sake of the sacri- 
“fice only,— like the Sruva and other sacrifical implements,—then any 
“ such word could never serve the purpose of expressing or describing the 
‘¢ sacrifice itself (in any Injunction) ; as the purification would not affect 
‘the ordinary usage of the word (and it is this usage alone that can 
« make the sacrifice comprehended as being laid down by a Vedic Injunction), 

“ Avd as there is a difference between the words as occurring in the 
“ Veda and in oidinary parlance, no grammatical processes could ever affect 
“ the sacrifice pointed out by the: word (in the Veda). 

“And further, the word having its existence in Akadca, in what way 
“gould it be ‘punfied’?P For being eternal and incorporeal, it is 
“as incapable of purification as the all-pervading character of Akça 
“ itself. 

“Then, if grammar be held to serve the sole purpose of purifying the 
“letters af the alphabet, this would be accomplished by means of the four- 
“teen Pratyadhara-sitras (A-I-U-N, &c.) only (which lay down the alpha- 
“ bets); aud there would be no use of the rest of Panini's siitras, &e., &c. 

« Ag for the conglomeration of words, these canhave noetistence by them- 
‘selves (apart from the constituent letters); and as such, no * purification ’ 
u can be said to belong to them ; and as a matter of fact, we find that even 
‘‘theugh a number of bricks are piled together in a kilt, so as to form a 
“ single block, the action of fire in the baking affects each individual brick 
‘ separately (so too even if the purification be hild to belong to the wond.as 
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“a whole, it could only be accomplished through the purification of each of 
“ the constituent letters). 

“ Nor ıs ıt possible for a word to be bult up by means of the com- 
“ ponent letters nto a single composite mass , and as such, there can be no 
“ purification of the word as such, this we have already shown before 
“(ander Tarkapada m the Çlokavārtıka, m the section on ‘ words’) And 
“ as for such theories as those of Sphota, the class ‘ Gogabdatva,’ and the 
“ class ‘gatva,’ &c, all these have been rejected by the explanation that 
“ we have given above (under Sütra I—1—5) of the words ‘gauh’ and the 
s like. 

“ Nor 1s 16 possible for a collection of all the letters of the alphabet to 
“ undergo any process of purification, because any such collection not hav- 
“ing any meaning, tt cannot be used to any useful end. And if groups 
“of three of four letters ın each individual word be held to be purified, 
“then ıt would only be the particular member that would be purified; and 
“ this purfication would apply to the ucorrect words as well as to the cor- 
* yect ones, 

“The particular sequence of letters (ga, a, &c ) may be held to be 
“the object of purification; but such a sequence residing only in the hear- 
“ing or the pronunciation of the word, cannot be accepted as a property 
“ of the word itself (and as such the purtfication of the sequence could not 
“ affect the word) ; and moreover, inasmuch as there 1s a certain sequence 
“in the words ‘gavi,’ &c, also (a purification of the sequence would ba 
“ applicable to these as well as to the Sanskrit words) Audif you hold 
‘the hearing aud pronouncing of words to be the object of purification, 
“ this cannot be, because 16 18 impossible for an action (pronouncing, for 
‘‘mstance) to be accomplished by means of another action (purification), 
“as we shall show later ou, under Sëtra I1I—:—19 

** Nor can the various places of utterance—the palate, &c ,—be held to 
“be purified by means of grammar, because these are found to be purified 
“by the rules and regulations laid down by the doctors of medicine ! 

“Tf agam, the Mind, or the Man himself, be held to be the object of 
“ purification, then ıt would be absolutely meaningless to speak of gramma: as 
‘tthe ‘Science of Words.’ Because a science is that which teaches some- 
“thing that is capable of being taught; and as words are incapable of be- 
“mg taught, any science of these would be absolutely useless. 

“ As for the Sphota of a word, it is absolutely impossible for it to 
“ undergo any purification; because in the Sphota, there is a total absence 
“of the roots and affixes (that form the subject-matter of grammar). 

“ As for the Sphota of sentences, which some people hold to be devoid 
“ of all component parts, a declaration of the purification of the nouns and 
“ verbs as forming these sentences would be exactly like speaking of the 
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“horns of a hare! If it be urged that we can speak of the purification of 
‘the nouns, &c., as extracted out of the syntactical Sphota, then it could be 
‘Cas reasonable to speak of the purification of the horn as extracted out of the 
“ hare! If you hold the extraction of the part of the sentence to be accom- 
“ plished through the similarity of the part of other things, then, why can- 
“not the extraction of the hare’s horns be equally accomplished through the 
“similarity of the horns of the ass? As for similarity too, we have spoken 
“ ofa certain sort of similarity existing between the parts of the body of the 
“gavaya and that of the Cow; but in this case we actually perceived a 
“similarity between real parts; and do you employ the same arguments 
“to the present case, where the parts spoken of are only imaginary ? 
‘The fallacy of this we shall show in detail under the Vaky&dhikarana 
“(in Adhyāya IT). And hence the assumption of extraction too is by no 
t means admissible. 

“Then again, if grammar were to explain words that have no real exis- 
“tence, but are only conjecturally extracted (from the syntactical Sphota), 
“then this very fact would make it as unauthoritative and untrustworthy 
“as any ordinary tricks of jugglery. 

‘Thus then, as far as the words are concered, they can never be the 
“ objects of teaching ; and hence with regard to these, Grammar cannot be 
“said to be a science; and as for sentences, Grammar is not found to teach 
‘anything with regard to them (dealingas it does with the formation of 
“words only). 

The Mahabhashya has distinctly spoken of purification as belonging to 
“words as used with reference to certain meanings; while as a matter 
“ of fact, we find that it is only sentences that are found to be so used ; and 
“never the words, which by themselves (apart from the sentence) have no 
“ significance (and yet Grammar is found to be dealing with words alone 
“which is hardly compatible with the former declaration). 

“ In grammatical works (for instance, in the Vakyapadiya) we meet 
“with such declarations as—‘as inthe compound Br&ahmanakambala, there 
“is no significance in the word bradhmanah, so also would the word déra- 
“ dattah have no significance in the sentence dévadattah pacati ; and thus the 
‘‘word by itself being found to be incapable of being used with any 
“ significance, it would have been proper for Grammar to treat of sentences ; 
“ but as a matter of fact this has not been done: we find the later commen- 
“tators making as contradictory statements as the authors of the Sétras, 
“the Bhaishya and the Vārtika; and this goes to show directly that the 
“science of Grammar has been propounded by absolutely untrustworthy 
E€ persons. 

“Thus then, the science of Grammar being found to consist mostly 
“of random declarations contradicting ome another, to be devoid of any 
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“ basis in the Veda, and to be absolutely without any use, it cannot be 
“ accepted as m any way iegulating the usage of words 

“Then again, apait from the study of the Veda itself, and also the 
“nsage of the Veda ım the performance of sacrifices, there can be no 
“regulation (by means of grammar) even in the case of the words of 
“ordinary parlance And hence we should make use of all words, they 
“ are all equally correct. 

“ And on this pomt, we have the following arguments - 

“(1) The words‘ gai,’ ‘ gdniz,’ &c , are equally exp: essive of the cow,— 
“ because they are used in that sense by experienced people—exactly like 
“the words ‘ gauh, ’ ‘ usra,’ and the like 

(2) All these are coriect words , because they are found to denote a 
“certain object—( like the words, ‘ gauh,” &e ) 

“(3) They are not corruptions,—because they are comprehensible 
“by the ear—like the words (‘ gawk,’ &c ) instanced before 

(4) They are all eternal ;—because we cannot trace ther usage 
“to any beginning m time, specially as, just as in the case of the word 
‘< gauh,’ so in that of these also, we can always find one speaker piece- 
“ ding the other ad infinitum. 

“(5) Those that utter: only grammatically correct words cannot, by 
“that, attam to any transcendental result, because they are all found to 
“accomplish the visible purpose of expressing a meaning, just as the per- 
“ception of smoke leads to the cognition of fire (aud not to any transcen- 
“ dental result) 

“ (6) The giammatically correct words cannot bimg about trans- 
s cendental results, because they are not the subjects of perpetual Injunc- 
“tions, exactly like the words of Buddha 

“ (7) Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture, because it has not 
“the foim of the Veda, exactly like the explanations of the formations of 
“ Vernacular woids. 

“(8) The authority of Grammar cannot be held to rest upon the 
“fact of its having its basis in the Veda, becanse it 1s not found to deal 
“with the subjects that are treated of ın the Veda,—evxactly hke 
“dramatical works, &c. 

“(9) Grammar cannot be a part of the Veda, because 1t 15 not found 
“to serve any purpose of the Veda, cxactly like an ordinary story, &e. 

“ (10) Gramma cannot be held to serve any useful purpose of the 
“Veda; because the Veda 1s found to express a méaning, even without the 
“help of Grammar, 

“(11) Nor can Grammar be held to be a necessary appendage to the 
“use of words, because ıt 18 capable of being propounded only when 
“the usage already exists And thet which 1s such cannot be a necessary 
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“appendage is found in the case of the inference of the eye. That is to 
“say, the perception of colour being accomplished, independently of 
“the perception of the eye, even though the impossibility of the former 
“perception in the absence of the eye distinctly points to the inference 
“ of the existence of the eye, yet this latter inference is not admitted to be 
“a necessary appendage of that perception; exactly in the same manner, 
“inasmuch as Grammar is found to have been composed long after the 
“usage (of words)—both Vedic and ordinary—has been an accomplished 
“ fact, it cannot be admitted as a necessary appendage of such usage. 

“For the above reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ gauh; gave’ 
“c gont, &c., being synonymons, like the words ‘ taru, ‘ brksha,’ &e., are 
“all found to be used in ordinary parlance ; and that such usage of these 
‘t is not prohibited by any scriptures.” 

pee ee 


To all this we make the following reply :-— 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (25). Its accomplishment being due to an effort, there 
is a chance of discrepancies in the word. 


(1) The words ‘gact’ &c., have been declared to be eternal on the 
sole ground of the Apparent Inconsistency of the fact of their being used 
in ordinary parlance and affording definite meanings. But we pro- 
ceed to show the doubtful character of this Apparent Inconsistency, 
by proving that the said usage and expressiveness are explicable other- 
wise (than by accepting the words to be eternal). When a word is 
found to be never used, except in its expressive character, then alone can 
the expressiveness of the word be admitted to be proved by the facts of its 
usage and expressiveness. 

At present we content ourselves by merely making the conclusion of 
the Pérvapaksha open to doubt; because when this has been accomplished 
the task of establishing our own theory becomes comparatively easy. 
That is to say, when a certain conclusion to the contrary has been laid out 
in an exeeptionally strong manner, if one proceeds to immediately point out 
the true theory, it involves a very hard work; and hence with a view to 
lighten this burden, the present siitra proceeds only to weaken the contrary 
view by throwing it open to doubt. 

(2) Or, the words ‘ g@ri’ &., having been declared to be eternal on the 
ground of their being accepted in well-established usage, the present 
sūtra may be taken as throwing such eternality open to doubt, by show- 
ing that there is likelihood of there being discrepancies im such usage. 

That is to say, if it were always the case that the word pronounced 
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by one man is exactly like that which he has heard from others, then 
alone could long-established usage justify the conclusion that, as in 
the case of the words ‘go’ &c , there has been no time at which the words 
‘givi’ &c., have not been in use, and this conclusion would justify us in 
accepting these latter to be eternal Butas a matter of fact, we often find 
the pronounciation of words to be due to certain discrepancies (or mis- 
takes), and as such the continuity of the usage bemg doubtful, 16 cannot 
warrant any conclusion as to the eternality of all words 

The expression ‘ accomplishment being due to an effort ” means that be- 
cause the word 1s manifested by means of an effort in accordance with arguments 
detailed above (ın the section on the ‘ Hternality of Words,’ Clokavartska) 
(This ıs added because the Mimansaka holding the word to be eternal 
cannot admit of its being produced by any effort) 

(3) Some people read the sūtra as ‘aprayatnamshpatieh’ &e., and 
they explain it thus: In the case of a man for whom the word ıs manifest- 
ed by means of an effort complete in all respects, all words being pro- 
nounced ın accordance with a long-established tradition, they would all be 
equally authoritative, but ıt ıs often found that words are manifested 
by means of incomplete or faulty efforts; and in these cases, it 1s Inghly 
probable that the word that 1s pronounced may be at variance with the 
established usage, and hence all words cannot necessarily be held to be 
equally authoritative. 

(4) Or, it may mean that the completion of the effort to manifest (o1 
pronounce) a word 1s found to be tainted with certain discrepancies, even 
in the case of clever people with all their organs of speech intact; what 
then can be said of the words pronounced by ignorant persons, having 
deficient organs of speech, &c ? And the discrepancy that is found in the 
effort to pronounce the word, cannot but affect the word that 1s manıfest- 
ed (or uttered) by that effort. 

Thus then, we conclude that those that are pronounced by a faultless 
effort are correct, while those whose utterance is due to certain discrepan- 
cies ın the effort, are incorrect , and there ıs nothing that can be said 
against this criterion 

Asa matter of fact, even mm ordinary parlance, we find that, that 
which 1s not destroyed 1s cailed ‘good,’ and that which 1s destroyed is pro- 
nounced ‘bad’, and such being the case, the existence of the correct forms 
of words, as also that of their corruptions, becomes possible by the same 
means. (That is to say, the word whose usage is found to be eternal 
may be pronounced to be correct, while that of which the use is not found 
to be so may be held to be a mene corruption), 

(5) Or again, by ‘correct’ we may mean ‘true,’ ‘mcorrect’ meaning 
t untrue’; hy this the subject of the correctness or incorrectness of words 
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would have a useful bearing upon a consideration of Dharma ov Adhaima 
Truth being enjomed and untruth bemg prohibited, we can easily make 
these the means of ascertaning Dharma and Adharma, and certamly it 
cannot be doubted that these matters are really the subjects capable of 
being treated of ın a scripture As for truth too, just as we have a truth 
of matter, so also we have a truth of words; and a verbal untruth 1s to be 
avoided as much as an untruth of fact 

Thus then, the differentiation of the correct from the mecorrect words 
being as useful (with regard to Dharma) as that of the food that should be 
eaten from that which should not be eaten, we cannot deny the fact of 
Grammar being a scripture dealing with the usage of words, and as such 
the reasoning propounded im the foregoing sitra falls to the ground 

(6) Or, the sūira may be taken as offering a reply to the following 
argument urged above—“ Inasmuch as ıt is only the word that 1s correct 
(ce, expressive) that ıs always used, while that which 1s incorrect (ze, m- 
expressive) 1s never used, there can be no regulations with regard to their 
usage” And the sense of the reply 1s this: 

Inasmuch as there is a chance of discrepancies (in the pronouncing 
of words), there 1s always a probability of both contingencies—+ e , 16 may 
not be the correct word that is always used, and ıt may be the incorrect 
word that ıs used That ıs to say, if a correct word, on beimg used once, 
were never to disappear, ıt could be said to be always used in that correct 
form , and thereby there being no possibility of the use of 1ts corruption, 
any regulations with regard to ıt would be useless But asa matter of 
fact, there always being certain discrepancies m the effort to pio- 
nounce the word, the chances of the use of both the correct word and 1s 
corruptions are very nearly equal; and as such the science that lays down 
the rules with regard to the use of the correct word cannot be said to be 
absolutely useless As a matter of fact, we often find that through the 
inherent mncapacity or carelessness of the man pronouncing it, a word 18 
often distorted, beimg pronounced with a letter too short or too many, or 
in a different form altogether, and yet, though uttered ın these corrupted 
forms, ıt 1s found to express the same thing that ıs expressed by the 
correct word But as these corruptions are distinctly found to be due 
to a discrepancy in the pronouncer, they cannot be accepted as synonyms 
of the original correct word, and as independent words by themselves 
expressing the same meaning. 

And again, even in the case of the names ‘Dévadatta’ and the like, with 
regard to which there can be no doubts, we find young boys distorting 
them into the words ‘tatta’ and the hke, and this instance leads us to 
think that the corruptions ‘ gavi,’ &c, are also due to certain discrepancies 
ın the persons seeking to pronounce the word ‘ gauh’ (exactly-ag the boy 
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wishing to pronounce the word ‘ Dévadatta,’ but beng incapable of right- 
ly pronouncmg it, utters 16 as ‘Tatta’). That 13 to say, we actually find 
the object Dévadaiia being duly expressed by the corrupted form ‘Tatta’ 
as pronounced by the eluld, or by the grown-up man imitating the child, 
and as such how can weaccept a word (‘g@vt’ f. ) to be really expressive 
of a certain object, on the mere ground of its being used and expressing 
a definite object ? 

Then again, even 1n the case of the coriupt forms ‘gavt’ and the lıke, 
that have become current m ordinary usage, we often find these also being 
corrupted into these forms, (and yet succeeding ın denoting the cow) There 
are only afew such (corrupt) words, like ‘gv’ and the like, that have been 
ın usage for a very long time, and as such 1618 possible that people might 
come to think -of them as correct words. But as a matter of fact we find 
these words also being distorted by ignorant people into new corruptions, 
hke ‘ glav?,’ &c ; and yet even in this corrupted form, the word 1s actually 
found to denote the cow (as well as the word ‘gavi’ or ‘gauh’ ), and thus 
as we find even these admittedly incorrect corruptions to be used and 
denoting a certain object, the mere fact of a word bemg used and express- 
ing a meaning cannot 1ightly be accepted as sufficient reason for holding 
rt to be correct. 

Thus then, the argument propounded by you becomes open to the objec- 
tion, that being doubtful m itself ıt cannot prove what you wish to prove 
by it Just asa word, being pronounced otherwise than in zts real form, 
fails from its true expressiveness, sodoes an aigument, becommg doubt- 
ful, fall off from the position of correct reasoning ! j 

Thus then, we conclude that even if a word ıs found to be current m 
ordinary usage, it 1s necessary that we should consider whether or not 1t 18 
really and correctly expressive (of the sense m which itis used) And 
this 13 what is sought to be ascertained by means of the following 
stiras 

Though the theory of the opponent has been rent asunder, yet our 
own theory 1s far f.0m being thoroughly established; and hence we pio- 
ceed with the next sutra. 


Sutra (26). It is not quite reasonable to have many (synony- 
mous) words 


We proceed to show why itis not reasonable. Thereis a certain fixed 
denotative relation between the expressed meaning and the expressive 
word (that is to say, they are so related that the meaning 18 cognised 
when the word exists, and it 1s not cognised when the word does not exist) ; 
and hence if there were many words expressing the same meaning there 
would be no such relationship between the meaning and any of the words. 
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That is to say, it is only when the word and its meaning are very closely 
related to each other, that the one necessarily implies the other, and as 
such there is a fixed mutual relationship ; and hence if either of these— 
either the word or the meaning—were to be diverse, there would be a 
diversity in the said relationship, which would thus lose all its fixity. 

And further, it is only by means of Apparent Inconsistency that we 
infer the potentialities of all things; and the expression of a meaning 
being quite explicable through the potentiality of a single word, there can 
be no ground for assuming any others. That is to say, when we find that 
the cognition of the meaning cannot be explained in any other way, we 
infer an unperceived potentiality in a certain word, on the sole ground 
of the Apparent Inexplicability of the Cognition of the meaning. And 
when this potentiality is once assumed as belonging to a certain word, if 
it were sought to be attiibuted to its corruptions also, how could any such 
word be assumed to have the potentiality, in the absence of the aforesaid 
“inexplicability ” or inconsistency ? 

Further, a name is given toa thing, simply for the purpose of talk- 
ing of it in ordinary parlance; and as this usage can be accomplished by 
means of one only, the assumption of other names is absolutely useless. 

Then again, if many words be held to be alternatively expressive of 
the same meaning, then this would be open to all the eight objections 
that have been urged (above) against all alternative courses. When a 
certain object is known by a certain definite name, whenever any other 
name happens to be pronounced, it brings about the idea of another object ; 
all this we shall explain under the sétra II —ii—22. 

As for such universally recognised synonyms, as ‘ hasta,’ ‘kara,’ & , 
we accept all these many words to be expressive of the same object, be- 
cause all of these being equally authorised by the smrtis, there can be no 
other way out of it. While so long as we are able to depend upon the 
potentiality of a single word, we explain the denotation of the meaning by 
other words (corruptions) to be due to Analogy and Inference. (That is, 
when a person who is unable to pronounce the word ‘go’ pronounces the 
word ‘ g@vi,’ we at once perceive, by means of Analogy, the similarity of the 
latter with the former ; then we infer the utterance of the word ‘ gfvi’ to be 
due to the desire on the part of the speaker to pronounce the word ‘yo;’ and 
thence we conclude the word ‘gaci '—to have the same meaning as the 
word ‘go’). Thus then, we conclude that in the matter of the considera- 
tion of the form, relationship and the meanings of words, there can 
be a fixity of these only when the potentiality is attributed to a single 
word, and never when it is referred to many. As a matter of fact the 
corrupted forms of words become capable of expressing a meaning, only 
by manifesting the potentiality of the original word, through their 
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similarity with it; this the Bhashya will explain in detail under the sūtra 
I—iu—28 

Thus then, 16 must be admitted that when many words are found to 
be used with reference to the same meaning, 1b 18 only one that can be really 
related to that meanimg, all the rest are due a certain incapacity in 
the speaker (to pronounce the correct word), and are capable of denoting 
the meaning, only through the mtervention of the orginal word, which 
18 indicated by them (through their similarity with it) 

re, eae 

It is often urged that when many words are found to be equally cur- 
rent ın usage and capable of expressing their meanings, 16 18 impossible to 
ascertain which one of these is the real original word. And in view of this 
assertion, we have the following sūtra. 


Sutra (27). That (expressiveness) could be ascertained by 
means of the particular instances of close application (or learn- 


ing) 

Atthe very outset, there arise the questions—what 1s the ‘ learning’ ? 
what the ‘particular instances’ ? how too could the expressiveness of 
words be ascertained by means of such instances P And we pioceed to ex- 
plam all these points 

‘Learning’ proceeds from listening to and carefully studyimg the 
various generic definitions or rules, while the ‘ particular instances’ re- 
fer to an application of these rules to particular cases. 

The number of words being endless, 1t 1s not possible for us to read up 
all of them; and hence for the updicating of all individual correct words, 
the only means that we have at our command is the laymg down of certain 
general defiustions or rules that would imelude all the individual cases con- 
cerned. 

Hence ıt follows that, without the help of Grammar, neither the 
Veda nor ordimary parlance could ever enable ns to get at an idea of all the 
correct words And unless all the correct words have been known, we cannot 
arrive at any notion of those not mcluded among these, and as such no 
Apparent Inconsistency could lead us to any knowledge of the incorrect 
words. And itis ouly when the general definition of ‘correct words’ has 
been duly obtained, that a word being found to be used ın a form not in 
keeping with the said definition, we would at once conclude ıt to be of the 
opposite kind ; and ıt is then alone that Apparent Inconsistency could help us 
in arriving at an idea of the incorrect words And thus we find that 
Grammar is of use to us in the ascertainment of both correct and mcorrect 
words ; and hence it is that the sutra speaks of the ‘learnmg’ of Grammar 
as the means of ascertaining the true expressiveness of words. 
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In the foregoing sūtra, ıt has been urged that as the grammatical 
rule cannot have its basis in the rule itself, ıt must have 1t ın usage, and 
thus the rule would be based upon usage, and the usage upon the rule,— 
there beg an inadmissible mutual mterdependence But this mterdepen- 
dence can be explamed away by bearing in mind the fact that, in the first 
place by an observation of ordinary usage people become cognisant of the 
fact of certain words denoting certain meanings, though they may not have 
yet quite ascertained the true expressiveness of the words , and it 18 these 
words that go to compose the rules of Grammar, which help to establish 
the correstness of certain other words, and then these latter are made the 
means of finally establishing the correctness (and the trne exp:essive- 
ness) of the former words composing the rules) 

There could be an irremediable interdependence, only if, withont the 
help of Giamma the words were not expressive, or if their expressiveness 
were not cognised Bntas a matte: of fact, the fact of the word being 
expressive (of a certain meaning) having been known beforehand, when ıt 
is found that such correct words are often mixed up in usage with their 
corruptions, then it becomes the turn of the grammatical rule to step m 
and help us to distinguish the correct word from its corruptions. And 
thus we find that while Grammar helps us to realise the expressiveness of 
the correct words only, ordinary usage is the means of ascertaming that 
of these as well as their corruptions , and as such the two being found to 
be treating of two distinct subjects, the Science of Grammar cannot be 
said to be a needless repetition 


[The Vartika omits sūtra 28 avd also sūtra 29, the sense of which has 
already been explained above]. 

An objection 1s raised—‘ As the Veda contains only correct words (we 
could ascertain from the Veda which words are correct), the propounding 
of the Science of Grammar is absolutely redundant” And to this we 
make the following reply 


1Not so; because ıt does not treat of all. 

In the Veda, as also in ordinary usage, we find only a few of the cor- 
rect words, and even as regards these who could ever get at any idea of 
all the words contained im the endless branches of the Veda, and used 
in ordinary parlance ? Thats to say, just as it is absolutely impossible 
for us to get up all the mdividual words used ın ordinary parlance, so too 
1s 16 impossible even to hear all the words contained in the various 
branches «f the Veda,—to say nothing of getting these up. For who 

l In the Vārnka this has been printed asa sëtra , bnt neither the Bhashya, nor 
the Nyäyamālā vietira, has any such sēba, hence the s#tra—numbering hag been 
omitted, though the type of the s#tra has been retained 
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could ever read up all the innumerable words that are referred to by the 
general rules treating of an endless number of roots and affixes ? 

Thus then we find that, though there are grammatical explanations of 
the words contained ın the Injunctive sentences that point out the fact of 
the use and knowledge of correct words bringing about certain transcenden- 
tal results, both ın connection with saciifices and with the human agent, 
yet this cannot be said to involve an inadmissible interdependence, on 
the ground of the grammatical rules themselves being based upon a 
previous conception of the meanings of those words Because if it were 
a recognised necessity that the Science of Grammar must always operate, 
after one has come across certain restrictive Injunctions with reference 
to sacrifices and human agents—as for instance, ‘the Brihmana should 
not pronounce an incorrect word at a sacrifice,’ ‘a single word duly learnt 
and mghtly used brings about all desirable results both here and here- 
after,’ ‘hence a grammatically correct speech rises,’ and so forth,—then 
alone could our assertion be open to the charge of mterdependence, for 
in that case alone could the Vedic Injanction be dependent upon the words 
explained grammatically, and Gramma itself would be dependent upon 
the said Injunctions. But, as a matter of fact, (1) we cannot think of 
any point of time, totally devoid of some work o: other, dealing with the 
grammatical rules treating of the different kinds of roots and affixes, 
(2) we actually find the Vedic injunctions supplyimg the requisite basis 
for all the six factors of Grammar—wz (a) the explanation of the gram- 
matical formation of words, (b) the correct words, (c) the injunction 
of using the words thus explained, (#2) the actual use sf such words, 
(e) the prohibition of the use of the word: not so explicable, and (f) the 
actual avoidance of the use of such words, and as such we come to 
recognise all these as having had no beginning im time , exactly like the 
Injunctions laying down the forms and uses of such things as the bundle 
of Kuça grass, the sacrificial altar, the saciificial post, the sacrificial fire, 
the Priest, the milking of the cow, &c, &c , and as such we never perceive 
any sequence or precedence betweon the Injunctions and the Rules of 
Grammar, and hence itis only the fact of the use of correct words binging 
about transcendental results that can be said to be dependent solely upon 
the scriptures. And hence we find no discrepancy in the Rules dealing 
with the use of words, which have always (ete:natly) been found capable 
of grammatical explanation. 

The Parvapaksha has also urged the following objection “The correct- 
“ness and incorrectness of woids ‘bemg nothing else but their eap essive- 
“ness and non-expressiveness (respectively), and the ascertaming of tho 
“ expressiveness or mexpressiveness of a word depending solely upon tho 
“fact of the word being, or not being used ın ordinar y parlance to expicss 
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“a definite meaning, the assertion that the words ‘ gavi’ &., are not 
“ expressive would be a direct contradiction of a fact of ordinary experience ; 
“and hence we conclude that among all the words current in ordinary usage, 
“none is incorrect, except those that proceed from the beating of the drum, 
“the mere repetition of the alphabetical letters, those that are pronounced 
“a letter too short, or too long, and those that are purposely distorted (as it 
“is only these that are found in ordinary parlance, to give no sense at all).” 

And to this, we make the following reply: As a matter of fact 
we find the ordinary man incapable of discriminating the expressive from 
the inexpressive word ; and itis the rules of Grammar alone that can help 
one to this discrimination. And as for the contradiction of a fact of 
ordinary usage, this connot be objectionable; because we have already 
proved above that the Smrti (in this case that of Grammar) has a 
stronger authority than any usage. 

It is conjointly by means of Grammar and ordinary usage that the 
true expressive word is ascertained ; and hence ordinary usage by itself 
is accepted as the means of knowing the expressiveness of words only ro 
long as it is not found to be amenable to a certain grammatical rule. On 
the other hand, when the two are found to point in opposite directions, 
theu we can have, as the Pirvapaksha, all the arguments urged under Sutra 
I—iii—8; and then, as the final Siddhānta, we will have the conclusions 
arrived at under Sūtra I—iii—9; which would prove the superior authority 
of the conclusion pointed out by Grammar ; as also of the person learned in 
Grammar: all this we have already shown above. 

Those who would seek to prove, by mere arguments, the fact of the 
words ‘ givz’ and the like being incapable of expressing a meaning, would 
be contradicting a fact of ordinary experience; but the fact of these words 
being contrary to the (Grammatical) smrti is quite patent; exactly lke 
the non-B:ahmanical character of one who is actually a Brahmana. That 
is to say, just as in the case of certain men, resembling one another in 
bodily form, ordinary perception can only afford a confused idea of their 
respective castes; and it is only by means of the remembrance of their 
parents that the castes can be rightly ascertained; so also in the case in 
question, ordinary usage being found to point promiscuously to the expres- 
sive character of all sorts of words (correct and incorrect), it is only by 
means of the remembrance (smrti) of grammatical rules that we can 
rightly discriminate the correct word; and in this there is no contradiction 
of ordinary experieuce. 

And just as one who, seeing a number of men resembling in bodily 
shape would declare all of them promiscuously to be of the same caste, 
would be making an assertion contrary to the smrti; so too, one who 
would declare all words in ordinary usage to be equally expressive, would 
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be contradicting the giammalical smrév. And, exactly lıke the differentia- 
tion of castes, the distinction of correct and incorrect words, bemg at 
first established by the smriz, subsequently comes to be a matter of o:dinary 
perception, for all cleve: people. 

There are certain facts pointed out by the smrt:—such as the fact of a 
certain result proceeding from a certain action—the time of whose appear- 
ance 1s not fixed; and hence not knowing when they could be actually 
realised, these cannot be said to be amenable to direct sense-perception , 
and as such we cannot but base these upon the sole authority of the Scrip- 
tures (smri). While ın the case of words, though, in the fist instance, 
the discrimination ıs arrived at by the help of smrti, yet immediately 
afte: wards, we find the previously ascertained correct word to be directly 
amenable to Sense-perception, specially for the person who 1s well-prac- 
tised m the art, exactly as we find m the case of music, where though 
the discrimimation of the various tones, &c, are ascertaimed by means of 
the definitions laid down ım the musical smrizs, yet subsequently they come 
to be perceived directly by the tramed ear of the musician And if to 
such a peison, one were to say that all words are equally expressive (and 
correct) he would be making an assertion that would be set aside by a fact 
of Sense-perception, exactly as if one were to assert that all men are of 
the same caste (or that all musical tones are alike). 

And thus what ıs against all evidential authority ıs the assertion that 
even incorrect words are truly expressive, and not the assertion that 
true expressiveness belongs only to those words that are authouised by the 
grammatical smriis. 

And from this ıt follows that a knowledge of the correctness and in- 
correctness of words 1s also possible as the means of accomplishing Dharma 
and Adharma, in accorrdance with the Injunctions (of the use of correct 
words) and Prohibitions (of the use of imcoriect words) that lay down 
certain tianscendental results followmg from such uses. 

The Pirvapaksha has urged that “the correctness of words is not 
perceptible by the Senses (nor amenable to any other means of right no- 
tion).”’ 

To this'we make the following reply: (1) The correctness of words is 
actually perceptible by the Senses, (2) there ıs also a certain maik (that 
accomplishes the inference of their correctness ) , (3) the correctness is also 
pointed out by the scriptures, and (4-6) we also find an unmixed use of 
correct words. 

(1) All the letters, (a\ that are not either half-uttered, or wrongly ut- 
tered, or distoited, (b) which are pronounced in due accordance with the 
restrictions of the length or shortness of the vowel sounds, (c) and which are 
found to exist m the proper order of sequence, are all, lke the various 
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accents, amenable to auditory perception, which also comprehends those 
expressive words that are in keeping with the grammatical smrtés; and 
thus it cannot be denied that the correctness of words is perceptible by 
the Senses. 

(2) Soon after the aforesaid auditory perception, we come across 
such specific distinguishing marks (of correct words) as the deletious, 
additions and alterations of the roots and affixes, in accordance with the 
rules laid down in the grammatical smrtis; and these marks, together 
with the actual expressiveness of the words as used in ordinary parlance, 
lead to the inference of the correctness of such words. 

(3) Thetwo kinds of scriptures—the Vedas and the Smrits—are often 
found to serve the purpose of pointing out the means of the accomplishment 
of certain results in connection with Heaven, the ordinary world, and sacri- 
fices, as also of showing the virtuous or the sinful character of actions; 
and as such the correctness of words can also be a subject dealt with by 
them ; because one who makes use of uncorrupt forms of words accom- 
plishes certain useful results, both indirectly in the performance of racri- 
fices, and (directly) in leading the person to Heaven; and during 
the performance of a sacrifice, if one happens to pronounce an incorrect 
word, the performance becomes as faulty as if he had committed a sin 
in the shape of telling a lie; as is declared elsewhere—‘ one who knows 
the relationships of speech becomes tainted with sin by the utterance of 
incorrect words.’ These two subjects—sinfulness and virtuousness—are 
not amenable to any other means of right notion but the Verbal Autho- 
rity of the scriptures. 

Nor is it necessary to assume as many Injunctions and Prohibitions as 
there are words, because all of them are included in the single Injunetion 
and Prohibition—that ‘one who is desirous to accomplish the sacrifice and 
its result in the shape of Heaven should make use of only the correct 
words, and avoid that of all incorrect ones.’ 

Nor is there any such law as that the scriptures should always treat 
of Injunctions and Prohibitions only, and never of the existing state of 
things; because we meet with many such declarations as—“ this self is 
imperishable, ” &c., é&c.—whieh describe the existing state of things ( with- 
out any tinge of Injunction or Prohibition); and yet they are not found to 
be incapable of expressing the true state of things. Nor do they cease to 
be scriptures by the mere description of such things. Buteven if there be 
such a rule as that scriptures must consist only of Injunctions and Prohi- 
bitions, then too, we could have such an Injunction as that ‘one should 
make use of such and such correct words, ’ or that— if one desiring to ob- 
tain the results mentioned in other scriptural passages should wish to 
make use of uncorrupted forms of words, he should always employ such 
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and such words, with such and such vowels and consonants, neither more 
nor less than what is absolutely coriect ,’ and as 1618 possible to have such 
Injunctions and Prohibitions, the correctness of words can very well be re- 
garded as amenable to the verbal authority of the scriptures. 

(4) Even from the Analogy of such instances as the experienced man 
pronouncing the correct word ‘ Dévadatta’ and the child pronouncing the 
same word as ‘ Tatta,’ we can deduce the fact that words can have both 
correct and incorrect forms And so also on finding ceitain uncorrupt 
Vedic words to be :n keeping with the rules of Giammar, we deduce from 
Analogy the correctness of similar uncorrupted forms of words that occur 
im ordinary parlance. 

(5) So too, the correctness of a word is cognisable, ın the first instance, 
by means of the Apparent Inconsistency of the expressiveness of the 
word as found to be denoting a certain meaning in ordinary parlance; and 
secondly, the correctness could also be ascertaimed by another Apparent In- 
consistency-—namely that of the word being entirely free from all corrup- 
tions due to such causes as carelessness, idleness, a disorder in the organs 
of speech and the hke 

(6) The corrupt forms of words are said to be correct, on the ground 
of their similarity with the correct words, but we ascertain the negation 
of such correctness, from the mere absence (or Negation) of the condi- 
tions of correctness laid down in grammatical rules 

Thus then, the correctness and the incoirectness of words being found 
to be amenable to all the six means of mght notion, who would be bold 
enough to assert that none of them 1s applicable to the case , and that as 
such there can be no means of ascertaining the correctness of words ? 

Though we find ignorant people making use of both correct and meor- 
rect forms of words, yet the learned would be always ready to discrimi- 
nate between the two, just as they always distinguish the Brahmana 
from the non-Biahmana For just as those that are expert in the matter 
of jewelry, &c , can easily differentiate the real gem from the pieces of glass 
and other things that may be mixed up with it, so would the learned dis- 
tinguish the correct fiom the incorrect forms of words, And just as for 
the testing of gems we have certam directions for knowing the real from 
the unreal; so too, for the knowing of the correct from the incorrect word, 
we have the rules laid down in the works on Grammar. 

Even if the tradition of Grammar extended only from man to man, 
this could not be rejected as a mere case of one blind person following 
another blind person, because we perceive, in actual usage, the correctness 
pointed out by the Grammar, and also because we find it dealing with the 
discrimination (of words) which cannot be got at by any other means. 
In the case of grammatical study, the transcendental part of ıb is estab- 
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lished by means of the Injunctions and Prohibitions (of the use of correct 
and incorrect words) contained in the Veda. And as for the knowledge 
of the uncorrupt forms of words, the using of which is said to accomplish 
the said transcendental result, it being immediate in its effects, can be 
very easily obtained by the help of the long-standing rules and regulations 
of Grammar, which are found to be in keeping with the usages of the Veda 
and all respectable people ; and as such the fact of Grammar having been 
propounded by human agency cannot affect its authority adversely. 

It has been argued above that “the using of correct words being 
found to serve a visible purpose, such usage would come about always by 
its very nature; and as such there can be no need of any Injunction with 
regard to it; as itis an admitted fact that an Injunction has its use only 
in laying down something not otherwise cognisable.” 

But we shall reply to this under the stitra—The Injunction serves the pur- 
pose of restricting (the usage to the correct words only) (IV—ii—24). 

Another argument brought forward in the Pérvapaksha is that “ the 
corrupt forms of words being absolutely inexpressive, they could never be 
used; and as such there being nothing to be set aside, the Injunction can- 
not be said to be a restrictive one (that is to say, if both correct and incorrect 
words were capable of being used, then alone could there be a restric- 
tion of usage to the correct words alone; but as a matter of fact the 
incorrect words are naturally incapable of being used).” 

And to this we make the following reply: Though generally it 
is true that there can be no Restriction or Exclusion without something 
that could be set aside, yet why could not we have a Restrictive In- 
junction that would lay down something to be always adhered to, (and not 
as an alternative, which is the case in ordinary restriction) ? Thatisto say, 
when one has got to say something, it is just possible that though he may 
at times express himself in correct words, yet at times he might either 
make use of corruptions, or mere silent gestures of the eye; and hence 
it is only right that we should have an Injunction that would lay down the 
necessity of using the correct words, for those that wish well of themselves ; 
and hence by adhering to such usage a man would be creating an excellent 
Apirva (Potentiality) for himself. 

Even though it be absolutely necessary to have something to be set 
aside by a Restrictive Injunction, yet we can have, in the case in ques- 
tion, a setting aside of those words, that slightly resemble the correct 
words, and as such being found to denote the correct meaning indirectly 
through the correct words, come to be accepted on account of their long- 
continued currency, as really expressive; because the use of such words 
is not impossible. (That isto say, it is only the words having no re- 
semblance with any correct words that have been said to be totally 
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inexpressive ; and hence it is the usage of these alone that can be said to 
be impossthle , but in the case of such words as ‘gvi’, this word 18 ac- 
tually found to point, by similarity, to the word ‘go, and through this to 
denote the cow; and a long-standing usage of such words is often found 
to lead t> these slightly corrupt words to be accepted as really expressive ; 
and as ıt ıs likely that people might be making use of such words, 
the Injunction serves the purpose of laying down that one should always 
use the correct words, and not the said corrupt ones) 

Or, the incorrect words being uothing totally distinct (from the 
correct ones, of which alone they are the corrupted forms) , the possibility 
of the employment of these cannot be of the same ‘alternative) kind ag 
that of various materials & , in the performance of a single action , and as 
such, wo:ds cannot be the fit objects for being set aside by the said Restric- 
tive Injunction But the real fact is that while the person is actually 
thmkmg of using the correct word, he may, through carelessness, come to 
corrupt it (im proneunemg 1b wrongly) ; and what the said Injunction does 
is to lay down that one should never distort or corrupt the woids he uses. 
And there are many examples of such Restrictive Injunctions; for instance, 
the passage,—‘that cake which is burnt becomes fit for the Rakshasa,’— 
which mn deprecating the burut cake, points to the Injunction that one should 
so cook the : ake ag not to overburn it So too, we have a deprecation of the 
use of incorrect words in the sentence—‘a word used incorrectly either 
as to accent .., .. kills the person ;’ and we have a prohibition of such use 
in the sentence—' The Brahmana should not behave lıke a Mleccha in utter- 
ing meorrect words, because an incorrect word 1s a Mleccha’ (where the word 
“Mleccha’ indicating a confused sound or speech serves to point to the 
fact of an meorrect word being a corraption due to carelessness, and as 
such incapable of rightly fulfilling the duty of the word in the shape of 
expressing the meaning), and both these (deprecation and prohibition) go 
to show that the Injunction—‘ hence it is a duly purified speech that 
goes forth,’—seives to limit all rightful usage to the uncorrupted forms 
of words. 

An objection 1s here raised: “ Such discrepancies in the (pronunciation, 
“ &e, of words) as are due to an mherent incapacity in the speaker, or to 
“carelessness (imevitable under certain circumstances) can never be 
“avoided, and as such these can never be rightly made the objects of 
“ prohibition ” 

To this we make the followmg reply - The sense of the prohibition, 
i that one should not be careless in the use of words, aud that he 
should try his best to obtain mastery over them, otherwise no regard 
could be shown to that prohibition. And again, if there were no 
such prohibition of carelessness, the persons, desirous of uttering words 
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in forms that would be easy of pronunciation, would purposely distort 
the real forms of words, even though they were quite capable of pronoun: 
cing the correct word (though not with the same ease). And if a certain 
person incapable of pronouncing the real form would pronounce the 
corrupt one, other people, though knowing it to be the corrupt form, would 
yet, in flattering imitation of the former person, persist in pronouncing it 
ig the same form; if such pronunciation were not distinctly forbidden. 
And it often happens that when conversing with persons, knowing only 
the corrupt form of a language, and quite incapable of using the correct one, 
eyen capable persons make use of the same corrupt forms. And thus 
there being many causes leading to the use of corrupt forms of words, it is 
only right that we should have a Restrictive Injunction that should make 
us ayoid such corrupt usage (and take to the correct one). 

Another argument of the Pirvapaksha is that, “inasmuch as wa 
find words fulfilling the visible purpose of the denoting of a certain mean- 
ing, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture dealing with such usages 
as would lead to a transcendental result.” 

And to this we make the following reply; Even though there isa 
visible result, yet we hold a transcendental result to follow from the 
Restriction ; and this transcendental result belongs either to the sacrifice 
or to the Agent, according as jt happens to be in conjunction with, or 
disjoined from, one or the other (vide Saire IV—iii—5). It is only such 
conjunction and dis] unction that make the same (result) to be both; and 
this, in the present instance, is ascertained in the following manner: the 
result that is mentioned in 4 sacrificial contextis accepted as belonging 
to the sacrifice; while that which is described apart from any sacrifices, is 
held to belong to the Agent. (That is to say, in the case in question, as the 
prohibition that ‘the Brahmaga should not utter an incorrect word’ is 
found in a context that treats of the performance of a sacrifice, it points to 
the fact of the utterance of an incorrect word spoiling the sacrifice; and 
thence it follows that the Restrictive Injunction that ‘ one should use only 
correct words’ has its chief bearing upon the performance of sacrifices ; while 
the passage that speaks of thecorrect use of a single word fulfilling all one’s 
desires both here and hereafter is not found in connection with any sacri- 
fices ; and hence it follows from this that the use of correct words leads the 
Agent to heaven; and this makes the said Injunction refer to the personal 
Agent.) Andagain in the case of a passage whose main result belongs to 
the sacrifice, if there be a mention of certain results aceruing to the Agent, 
who is something other than the sacrifice,—this very fact imparts to such 
mention the character of an Arthavida (vide Sūtra IV—iii—1) ; whereas in 
the case of a passage describing certain results as belonging to the Agent 
(when the passage is not found in connection with any sacrifice) the result, 
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being described as such, cannot but be accepted as really following from 
the action m question (uz , the using of correct words)—as has been held by 
the reveted Atiéya (vide Satra 1V—an—18) Thatis to say, the Apirca 
beating upon the sacrifice, not having the means of its accomplishment 
fully known, is capable of containing within itself all the transcendental 
results ın connection with ıt, and as such ıt withdiaws within itself the 
Apiva following from the Restriction (of usage to correct words), and 
then relegates the mention of the accruing of certain 1esults to the buman 
Agent to the realms of Arthavada. Whereas in the case of the Restriction 
being for the sake of the Agent, it becomes absolutely necessary to assume a 
pu: pose for such Restiiction , and as for the comprehension of meaning, this 
is often found to be obtained even by means of the corruptions of words 
as also through cettain silent gestures, and hence the Rest: ictron by itself, 
having aJl its wants fulfilled as shown above, is not capable of setting up the 
Apitica or tianscendental result , and as such ıt becomes absolutely neces- 
gary to accept as the trne result (of following the Restriction), the attan- 
ment of all desuable things both here and in heaven, which 1s mentioned m the 
conesponding Arthavida passage. 

Another: question put by the Parvapaksha is—* Where does this 
transcendental result of the Restriction reside?” And tothis we make 
the following reply’ That result which has its end m the sacrifice itself 
zesides in the subsidiaries that go to make up the sacrifice, while that 
which is not mentioned with reference to any subsidiary character, resides 
in the person that performs the sacrifice. That is to say, m accordance 
with the reasonings brought forward m Sätra WI—iv—15, the tianscen- 
dental result following from the restriction of all usage to correct words 
tends to impart a certain purity to the sacrificer, who (as the agent) 1s 
the means of accomplishing the transcendental result mdicated by the wad 
‘ Brahmana’ (in the injuuction, ‘the Brakmana should not use incorrect 
words’) which appears ın the context of the Jyolishtoma sacrifice; and then 
in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under Sätra 111—vin—4, the 
Apūrva (or transcendental result) comes to be recognised as residing in 
the Person, in order fo render him fit for acquuing the main result (of 
the sacrifice) And ın the case of the passage (‘one word correctly pro- 
nounced, &c ’) which refers to the Person only, the result following from 
such correct use, is held to reside in the person knowing and using the 
correct word, exactly as the result of the main sacrifice 1s found to 1eside m 
the Person, because the mention of ‘correct speaking’ and ‘correct 
knowmg’ duectly point to such a speaker and knowe), who 1s also univer- 
sally recogmsed as the main receptacle of the results following from these 
actions (of speaking and knowing). 

Though in the passage—‘ No incorrect words should be used by the Bi ðh- 
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mana’™—the Instrumental ending in the word ‘ brahmanéna,’ * by the Brah- 
mana, indicates the secondary character of the speaker (and as such he mav 
not be accepted as the receptacle of the main result), yet, inasmuch as it is 
the speaker that is affected by the purification (due to the correct use of 
words), the primary position may be assigned to him; exactly as in the 
case of the ‘Remnant of the Prayaga butter.’ That is to say, in the case 
of the passage ‘ Mixes the sacrificial material with the remnant of the 
Praydja, though the word ‘remnant’ has the Instrumental ending, yet 
inasmuch as it has to serve a useful purpose, it is accepted to be the chief 
object of the purification; exactly the same is the case with the word 
‘ Brahmana ’ in the passage in question. 

Or it may be that, the Instramental ending in the word ‘ by the Brah- 
mana” points to the ‘performer of the sacrifice’; and his primary 
character is got at from without, through the mention of the word ‘ kdma- 
dhuk’ (obtaining of all desirable results,—which appears in another passage). 
And the Instrumental ending in ‘ Bratmanzéna’ may not be taken as 
referring to the ‘ person using the incorrect word’; and the construction of 
the passage may be thus explained : ‘ No incorrect words should be used by 
the Brahmana who is performing the sacrifice.” And it is a well-known fact 
that that which has a secondary position in the sacrifice, attains the pri- 
mary position, in reference to the purification (as following from the sacri- 
fice); and in the case in question the using of correct words does not 
affect the sacrifice indirectly through an Apérva, but directly by impart- 
ing a certain purity to the Person performing the sacrifice. And the fact 
of the sacrifice being thus affected is indicated by the context, as also by 
the Instrumental ending (in the word ‘ Brahmanéna’); and it is this 
very fact that enables us to accept the purification, &c., as subsidiary (to 
the Person, who thus comes to be recognised to have the primary position) 

Even when the said Restrictive Injunction refers toa Person, apart 
from any sacrifices, the word ‘kiamadhuk’ expressing the fulfilment of the 
desirable and useful purpose of Man,—it distinctly indicates the primary 
position of the Person. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the utterance of a correct word is not for 
the sake of the speaker or the sacrificer (but for that of one to whom it is 
addressed ),—yet it is the Restriction and Prohibition referring to such use 
that can be accepted as being for the sake of the speaker and the sacrifice. 
For certainly, it is not necessary that the Restriction and Prohibition in 
connection with a certain action must be for the sake of the same person, 
for whose sake the action itself is performed. For instance, though such 
actions as ‘intercourse with women’ and ‘ eating of meat’ are found to be 
performed for the sake of the person, yet the prohibition of these ucts 
is accepted, through the peculiarities of the context, as referring to the 
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satiifice. And agai, though the sacrificial post made of the khadira wood 
is apparently found to serve a useful purpose in the performance of the 
sacrifice, yet from the peculiamty of the passage limiting the material of 
the post to the one particular kind of wood, we come to recognise 16 as 
imparting strength to the person (performing the sacrifice ) And so also 
through the ‘ feeding of the guest,’ when the action of ‘ eating ’ belongs to the 
guest, the pedcular transcendental result following from it ıs found to 
reerde to the person feeding him In the same manner, even though the 
word is uttered for the sake of another person, yet the Restiiction and 
Prohibition pertaining to it, when seeking for a receptacle of their result; 
distinctly pomt to the person speaking, as he 1s found to be m closest toneh 
(with the word ) 


Thus then, the fact of the Science of Grammar being based upon the 
Veda having been fully estabhshed, it is extremely unfair to deny the 
fact of its being & scripture dealing with the usage of words. 

The character of Scripture has béen denied to the Science of Grammar, 
on the ground of its having been propounded by human authors; bub this 
1g as much against a universally acknowledged fact as to assert that the 
‘Moon is not the moon ’ Thats to say, if the word ‘ Gdstra’ (Scripture) 
is to be taken m its ordinary conventional signification, then 16 must m- 
clade all the ‘fourteen sciences’; and as Grammar is meluded among these, 
the character of ‘Cdstra’ cannot be rightly denied to ıt. If, however, the 
word ‘Cdstra’ be taken in its literal sense—that which teaches—, them 
as we actually fmd Grammar teaching us the correct forms of words, or the 
Roots and Affixes as making up these words, and also teaching the students 
all these words, &c, the application of the word ‘ Gaetra’ to it cannot 1m 
any case be deubted. 

Thus then, the fact of Grammar being a Castra being universally 
acknowledged, 1f one were to deny ıt on the strength of certain arguments, 
he could as reasonably seek to deny the name to the Veda also, on the 
ground of its beng eternal, and thus similar to the Akdga (which is not a 
Gastra)! Thatis to say, you seek to deny the character of Cdstra to 
Grammar, simply on the ground of its being smular to certain other works 
of human authors (Drama and the like which are not Gasiras) ; and then, 
on the ground of the Veda resembling, in its eternality, such things as 
Akiiga, Time, Place, Self and Atom (none of which are Casira), you could 
deny the character of Cdstra to the Veda also! And certainly, if one 
who had learnt the refined language of the city were to address hersh 
words to his parents in the country, who could check hm ? For when a 
clild is found to misbehave towards others, his parents check him; but 
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who could check the child who would be insulting to his own parents ? 
In the same manner, one who is found to be making incoherent assertions 
with regard to subjects apart from the Veda, is checked by the Veda 
itself; but when he proceeds to deprive the Veda itself of one of its essential 
parts (the Grammar), by what couldhe be checked? And whena person 
becoming angry with another cuts off his limbs, one whose limbs are 
thus cut off lives only for a very short time. Hence it is only when one 
wishes to destroy the Veda, that he begins by striking at its parts (the 
subsidiary sciences) ; and then continuing in the same path, he cuts off the 
main source itself, 

But as a matter of fact we have found that the anthoritative character 
of the Veda and the Smrtis has been firmly established by means of vari- 
ous reasonings (detailed above),—how then could any one dare to deny the 


authority and the scriptural character of the subsidiary scienves (parts of 
the Veda) ? 


Tt has been urged by the Parvapaksha that “all the Smrks are found 
to resemble one another; while thats. Grammar is entirely different from 
all of them; and as such Grammar cennot be accepted to be one of the 
Smrtis.” 

And to this we make the following reply: We finds great resemblance 
among the Dharmasiiras, because all of them treat of the duties of the 
various castes and conditions of life ; and as such there cannot be any very 
great dissimilarity among them ; while the subject of Grammar is entirely 
different, treating as it does of the rules and regulations that go to prove 
the correctuess of a word; and as such a work on Grammar could have 
resemblance with other works on Grammar itself, and not with the Dharma» 
sitras. And as for the character of Smrti, it belongs equally to the 
Dharmasiitras and the ‘ subsidiary sciences’ of the Veda (among which 
Grammar is one.) 

Even though the ‘ subsidiary sciences ’ were not called ‘ Smrtis,’ yet we 
could not deny the fact of their being so many scriptures and having a 
decidedly authoritative character ; because Manu has declared an equal 
authority to belong to the following: “ the Puranas, the Science of Duty as 
laid down by Manu, the Veda with all its Subsidiaries, and the Science 
of Medicine.” 

In regard to Smrtis, we have shown sbove, under Sutra I—iii—2, that 
they must be admitted to be authoritative, because their authors are the 
very same persons who are found to perform the sacrifices laid down in 
the Veda; and this reasoning is equally applicable to the Subsidiary Science: 
of the Veda. And we have just shown above, that as bringing aai 
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visible as well as transcendental results, the authority of the Subsidiary 
Sciences of the Veda 1s cognisable by all the six means of right notion ; 
and as such their authority can never be denied 

When one of the Subsidiary Sciences has been found to be based upon 
the Veda, then it may come to be accepted as forming a sound basis for 
other works of human authors And im regard to that work of the human 
author of which a basis is not found, 1f it be asserted that it has no basis 
at all, such an assertion would be as acceptable as the description of a 
colour by one who 1s born blind. While m the case in question we find 
that the work has its basis upon a Smré: that is based upon the Veda; and 
as such 1b has a decided authority, though removed by ove degree. 

Another objection 10 the Pirvapaksha 1s that, “inasmuch as we find 
many contiadictions among the Sutras (of Pinm1), the Varteka (of Katya- 
yana) and the Bhdshya (of Patanjah), we cannot accept the authority of 
Giammar’”’ 

And to this we make the following reply. The presence of contra- 
dictions cannot be accepted as shaking the authority of the Smrtts, inas- 
much as we find many contradictions in the Vedas themselves In fact 
if the Smytz, that are based upon contradictory passages of the Veda, were 
to be without any contradictions, then alone would they be untrustworthy ; 
as in that case they would not be in keepmg with the character of their 
basic texts. Because it 1s only when the character of the Smrt is in exact 
keeping with that of its basic Vedic text, and not otherwise, that ıt can 
be accepted as authoritative. And hence the presence of contradictions in 
the Smrtis cannot be held to affect their authority, specially as when- 
ever there are two contradictory texts, they can both be accepted as option- 
al alternatives; and none of them can be said to be absolutely false 
(or unauthoritative) But as a matter of fact there is no contradiction 
among the Smri on the subject of Dharma (that is to say, all of them 
agree on the point of the use of correct words accomplishing a Dharma) , 
and as all the contradictions that we perceive is in the matter of details, 
the presence of these cannot be considered a fault, as they treat of entuely 
different subjects. 

As for the attacks upon the Sitras, as with reference to there bemg 
useless repetitions, that œe made by the Vārttka, &c, these cannot be 
urged as shaking the authority of the Sétras, because such attacks are 
always followed by explanations ım defence of the Sutra, the authority 
of which thus becomes doubly strengthened. And as for these attacks 
themselves, they cannot be accepted as contrary authorities, because they 
have no basis m the Veda, and as such cannot be accepted as affecting the 
authority of the Siras which are based upon the Veda And as for the 
additions and alterations (proposed in the Varitka and the Bhashya) these 
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are all based upon other grammatical Smits, and certamly the addition 
of more matter does not shake the authority of the briefer work For in- 
stance, though the statement of the duties of the Adhvaryu pnest 1s very 
buef in the Vajasanéyz Sanhita, and that in the Caraka Sanhita is much 
more detailed, yet this fact does not shake the authority of the former 
brief statement Hence the presence of such additions cannot be taken 
as faulty 

As for the reproach that the author of the grammatical Stas has 
not mentioned the purpose or motive of his work;—such an omission 
does not me1it a reproach , because the purpose of grammar is fully known 
from all Vedas and Smriis, and at the close of the giammafical work 
itself, its purpose becomes self-evident. And agam, itis a fact univer- 
sally known that the telling of truth leads one to Heaven, and helps to 
accomplish the sacrifices And we all know that ‘ truth ’ is of two kinds— 
the truth of matter, and the truth of words. Aud just as the assertion 
of a true state of things brings future happiness to the peison, so also 
does the utterance of the true word, and conversely, just as the perver- 
sion of the true state of things 1s sinful, so also 1s the perversion of the 
true word And we have already shown that a knowledge of the tue 
(or correct) word 1s obtained from a careful study of grammar (which is 
thus found to be induectly serving the pti poses of leading the man to 
Heaven and accomplishing the various sacrifices) And thus, the author 
of the Stia did not mention the purpose of his work, simply because 16 
was found to be too well-known to need such mention—this purpose 
being the explanation of all words. Nor 1s there any difference of opinion 
on the point of the purpose of Grammar And as to whether this pur- 
pose is mghtful or not (upon which there is a diversity of opinion), 1t 
is a different matter altogether 

The author of the V@iirka has, however, distinctly pointed out the use 
of Giammar to he in the laying down of certain restrictions, which help 
in the fulfilling of Dharma, and of such restrictions, one 1s based direct- 
ly upon the Veda itself, while the other 1s based upon Grammar. That 
is to say, Grammar serves the purpose of layıng down two restrictions—(1) 
that one should use only the coriect forms of words—the knowledge and 
the using of such words leading the person to Heaven and helping to 
accomplish the sacrifices, and this 1s known from the Veda itself, and as 
such, not depending upon any other authority, this restriction must be 
accepted as laid down by the Veda itself, (2) that such and such words 
are correct—which 1s pointed out by Grammar alone, as without Grammar, 
the correct words could not be rightly distinguished from the incorrect ones 
Thus then, we find that the methods of Gramma, being a part of the 
Vedic Dharma that consists of the use of the duly discriminated cor: ect 
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forms of words, serves the purpose of pointing out such correct forms as 
are rightly expressive 

Katyayana has said—‘ If the knowledge of the correct word be said to 
constitute a Dharma, then, as such knowledge would also indirectly involve 
that of the wncorrect word, 1t would be mixed with an Adharma >. and 
haying thas pointed out the chance of Adharyma in this theory, he comes 
to the conclusion that 1t 1s the actual using of the correct forms of words, 
1m accordance with grammatical rules, that constitutes Dharma, and brings 
happiness to the agent, Aud though the Mahabhashya has again resnmed. 
the former rejected theory, in the sentence—‘ Or the knowledge of the 
correct word may be said to constitute Dharma,’ yet this has been added 
only with a view to show that the argument urged against this theory 18 
not quite irrefutable, and hence this resumption is uot with a view to cast- 
ing any aspersion upon the Vā tika, but simply as a gratuitous prolonging 
of the discussion 

As a matter of fact, however, the mention of the result as following 
from 3 knowledge of the correct word cannot be accepted as literally 
correct, but only as an Arthavida, which latte: characte: ıs distanctly point- 
ed out by the fact of the knowledge being auxilary to something else, as 
is shown by the fact of this something else becoming absolutely useless 
Gf the said auszihary be accepted as actually accomplishing the men- 
tioned result). As for stance, in the case of the passage—‘‘ One who per- 
forms the Agvamédha, and one who knows ıt becomes freed from the sin 
of Brahmana—slaughter,”—if the mere knowledge of the sacrifice were to 
actually accomplish the said result, who would be foolish enough to unde: - 
tske the performance of the expensive and troublesome sacrifice itself P 
and as such the Injunction of the saciifice would become absolutely 
useless In the same manner, if the mere knowledge of the correct word 
were to accomplish the Dharma, who would ever undertake the trouble of 
pronouncing the word, and thereby tuing out his organs of speech ? 
Hence we conclude that, as in the case of the Agvamédha sacrifice, so m 
that of words also, it is the use (of the correct word duly discriminated) 
that constitutes Dkarma (and not the mere knowledge ofit) And the Mahé- 
bhāshya speaks of the knowledge as constituting Dharma, in accordance 
‘with the rule of speaking of the cause (knowledge) asthe effect (the use 
following from such knowledge)—yast as the rice that is offered in the 
sacrifice that brings rain is spoken of as the ‘rain,’ itself ; and this decla: a- 
tion of the Bhashya has heen made with a view to show that the arguments 
(in the Vari:ka) based upon the mixture of Adharma are not quite irre- 
futable; and ist 18 not added with a view to show that the result really 
follows from the knowledge itself. Specially as according to the conclu- 
sions annved at under the Sitra [VY—iau—l, the knowledge of the word 


NECESSITY OF USING CORRECT FORMS OF WORDS. 321 


having its sole end in purifying the word nsed by the man, it cannot have 
anything to do with any other result. In all cases knowledge is always 
found to be a means of purifying, and as sach anxiliary to something 
else; with the sole exception of the knowledge of Self. 

As for the knowledge of Self; both by Conjunction and Disjanction 
it is fonnd to help the sacrifice as well as the Person; because unless one 
knows his self (to be something other than the body that perishes) he 
would never undertake the sacrifices whose results are said to accrue to the 
man in another birth. And then again, such passages as—‘ the Self free 
from all evil...is to be songht after, &c.,” ‘one should worship the Self” 
—lay down the knowledge of Self as accomplished by a process accom- 
panied by due reflection, &c; and then from such knowledge, we find 
that there accrues to the agents both kinds of result—Happiness as well 
as final Deliverance, as is shown by the following passages :—“ He obtains 
all worlds and all desires, passes beyond all sorrow, &c., &c.,”—which 
speaks of all the eight perfections of Yoga accruing to the person know- 
ing the self; and the passage—“ passing his life thus he, after death, 
reaches the regions of Brahma, and from there he never returns ’’—which 
points to the attainment of the Supreme Self (Final Deliverance) also as 
following from a due knowledge of the Self. And inasmuch as these 
passages do not occur in connection with any sacrifices, while they are 
directly related to the Sel‘, the results mentioned in these cannot be said 
to be mere Arthavidss; as they are not like the passages mentioning 
certain results as following from the making of the sacrificial post of the 
Khadira wood, and so forth, which are found along with passages dealing 
with certain sacrifices (and being anxiliary to the sacrifices, the making of the 
post, &c., cannot be accepted as having independent results of their own). 

Nor can it be rightly urged that, because the Self is laid down as the 
object of knowledge, it cannot have any connection with actions. Because 
the duties, necessary as well as occasional, relating to the various castes and 
conditions of life, have got to be performed, for the double pnrpose of 
destroying the evil effects of former sins, and the removal of all chance of 
the appearance of the sin that would follow from the non-performance of 
the necessary duties. And inasmuch as these daties on the one hand, 
and the knowledge of Self on the other, have distinct purposes to 
fulfil, and proceed on two entirely different lines, they cannot be said 
either to reject eich other, or to be accepted as optional alternatives, or to 
form parts of one another. The knowledge of words, on the other hand, 
is always anxiliary to its usage, and always precedes it; and as such if 
cannot have any result apart from that which follows from such usage; 
and hence we conclude that the said results follow only from the using of 
the properly discriminated correct forms of words. 
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Another objection urged ın the Pirvapaksha is that, “the correct use 
of words following upon a knowledge of Grammar having a begmning in 
time, the mention of any results following from it, can never form the 
object of an eternal (Vedic) Injunction ” But the continuity of Grammar 
is as eternal as that of the making of the sacrificial post, &., (and though, 
as in the case of the post, the mdividual use of a correct word may 
have a begining in time, yet such usage has ever continued from time 
immemorial), and as such the objection does not affect the question And 
the eternality of Grammaris also pomted out by the Vedic passage—“ the 
speech grammatically purified 1s used” Nor can ıt be urged that the 
‘purification’ here spoken of 1s that accomplished by a long-established 
usage Because in that case the addition of the word ‘used’ wonld be a 
useless 1epetition We find Manu also declaring, while enumerating the 
holiest of Briahmanas ‘One who grammatically explains a sentence, and 
he who investigates the nature of saciifices, &c,” and this distinctly 
shows that “ he who explains grammatically ” 1s something different from 
the person who has studied the Veda and also from one who investigates 
the nature of sacrifices, and as such the said passage cannot but be taken 
as pointing to a knowledge of Grammar (as an independent condition of 
holiness) ; and this distinctly shows that Grammar 1s eternal 


End of the Vyakaranadhekarana 


ttt at te ttt Hes tl A a att tat a set y aot! 


ADHIKARANA (10) 


[(A) Treating of the fact of the words used and objects described in the Veda 
being the same as those in ordinary parlance—as part of (B) the exposi- 


A 


tion of the fact uf the denotation of a word consisting in Classor Form]. 


(A) 
Sutra (30). On account of non-differentiation there is same- 
ness of the object; as otherwise there would be no Injunction 
of performance. 


From among the four kinds of words—Nouns, Verbs, Pretixes and 
Nip&ias,—we take the case of the Nouns; and from among Nouns, signi- 
fying the Class, Property, Action, Substance, Names and Pronouns, we take 
into consideration only those that denote the Class; and from these again, 
we single out the word ‘Cow’ as a typical instance, And with regard 
to this we proceed to consider whether the word denotes the Qlass or the 
Individual. 

But leaving this point aside for a time, to be taken up Inter, we 
proceed, with a view to ascertain the character of the means (word) and 
consequences (signification of Vedie Injunctions), to consider the ques- 
tion as to whether the words used in the Veda, and the meanings signified 
by them, are the same as those in ordinary parlance, or different ? 

An objection is here raised: ‘‘ What would be the use of proving that 
the words used in the Veda are the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
that this should be taken up first of all ? ” 

To this we make the following reply: The use of this discussion 
will be found to appertain to the Vedic words; while the means of snch 
discussion and ascertainment is found in the ordinary parlance of the people 
of the present day ; and as such it becomes necessary to prove the two to 
be the same. Thatis to say, if the words nsed in the Veda and the sense 
in which they are there used, be the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
then alone could it be possible for us to ascertain whether any particular 
object is denotable by a certain Vedic word or not; and this can be done ouly 
by conducting the discussiona—as to a word signifying the Class or the 


324 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH I—PADA 111—apHI (10a). 


Individual—inm accordance with the various usages current among the 
experienced men of the present day. While any asce! tainment, as to whether 
a wod 1eally denotes the Class or the Individual, would not serve any 
useful puipose in ordinary pailance. Because in o1 dinuy parlance, a 
word being used with 1eference to varions intermixed significations, brings 
about the idea of only some of these significations , and thus the 
purpose of the speaker having been duly fulfilled even by the signification 
that only forms a part of the undifferentiated denotation of the word,— 
and thereby the purpose for which the word was used having been fulfilled 
either by the Class o! by the Individual,—what would be the use of discrımı- 
nating (as to whether the word really denotes the Class or the Indi- 
vidual) ? 

It may however he argued that—‘ as ın the case of the Veda, so in 
ordinaty parlance also, such discrimmation would serve the purpose of 
rejecting or accepting the generic or the specific denotation of a word” 
But as a matter of fact, we find, in ordinary parlance, that (in the case of 
such assertions as ‘give the curd to the Bralimanas, but the takra to Kaun- 
dinya’) the giving of the curd, &, (as the generic alternative) or of the 
takra (as the exception) ıs pointed out by the exigencies of the circum- 
stances, and this obviates all necessity of considering as to whether a cer- 
tain word 1s to be taken ın 163 direct denotation or ındnect indication And 
thus we find that any such enquiry 18 absolutely useless with regard to 
oramay parlance; but it would serve a distinctly useful puipose with 
regard to the Veda, where we have no othe: means of ascertainmg the 
meanings of words (as ın this case we have no usage of the Elders to 
guide us) 

Thus then, 1f the words used in the Veda were different from those in 
ordinary parlance, then we should never have any oscision to consider 
the question as to the word denoting the Cliss or the Individual, for the 
sake of ascertaining what ıs expressed and what ıs not expressed (by a 
wordan the Veda). Whereas if they be identical, then the significations 
of words, acertained by means of the words used ın ordinary parlance, 
would serve a distinctly useful purpose in the Veda, even though ıt could be 
of no use in ordinary parlance itself. 

Thus then, we find that ıt 1s only when the words used ın the Veda are 
the same as those in ordinary parlance, that there can be an occasion for 
the Akrtyadhikarana (the discussion as to the Class being the denotation 
of a word), whereas there could be no occasion for it if the two classes 
of words were entirely different. 

Anu hence we now proceed to lay down the arguments in favour of 
the theory that the words used in the Veda are different from those 10 
ordinary parlance—which constitutes the 
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PURVAPAKSHA——OF (A) 


“ As a matter of fact, we find that that there are many differences 
“between the Veda and ordimary parlance, for instance, (1) in the Veda, 
“ we have certain restrictions of accentuation, while there is none in ordu- 
“nary parlance , (2) the deletions, additions and modifications of the roots 
“ and affixes as found ın the Veda are entirely different from those in ordi- 
“nary language, (3) with regard to the Veda, the time for its study 1s 
“limited, while there 1s no such limitation with 1egaid to ordinary parlance , 
“ (4) the Veda ıs to be explained only to one who has been duly mutiated, 
“ while there is no such restriction with regard to the teaching of ordinary 
“language, (5) the Veda is taught to the three higher castes only, while 
“ordinary language 1s common to all the four castes ; (6) the study of the 

Veda brings about certain (transcendental) results, while that of ordinary 
“language does not, (7) the Veda can be learnt from a traditional line of 
“Teachers duly propitiated by proper attendance and service, while ordmary 
“language may be learnt ın any way one pleases. And for these reasons 
“ we conclude that just as the sentences of the Veda, and the matter des- 
“ eribed by them, are totally different from those in ordinary patlunce, so 
“also are the words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
“ totally different from those ın ordinary parlance. And then, masmuch 
‘fas 1618 only the ordmary language that 1s found to be of use in daily 
“ life, while that of the Vedais absolutely useless, we cannot admit Dharma 
“ to be that which is pounted out by the Veda. 

“ That 1s to say, the word m the Veda 1s held to be different from that 
“im ordinary parlance, because the latter 1s not affected by the peculiarities 
“of accentuation; and because the Vedic word can be studied only im 
“certain specified days, while that of ordinary language can be studied 
“ whenever one likes; and also because we actually find ce: tain words— 
“as ‘Agm,* fr, m the sentence ‘ Agnuvrtitrāni janghanat’—having a 
“formation and a meaning entirely different from that in ordinary par- 
‘lance; and the Vedic passage—‘the cows of the gods walk on their 
“ back ’—1s to be explained im the same wayas the passage—‘the cake that 1s 
“ burnt becomes fit for Rakshasas > [That 1s to say, in the passage ‘ ulting 
“ var dévagavd vahantr,’ the word ‘ gavd@’ alone can never form the subject 
“of the proposition , as for the ‘ dévagavah’ ‘ cows of the gods,’ these are as 
“impossible as the walking upon one’s back, and as for explaining some- 
“how or other the possibility of such cows of the gods, ıt is as explicable 
“as the fact of their walking on ther backs; hence as the fact of bemg 
“ mentioned in the beginning of the sentence points to the ‘moving on 
“backs ’ as being the subject of the proposition, the fact predicated of such 
“walking must be the ‘denotation of the word go’; and this construction 
“of the sentence rejects that which makes ‘the cows of the gods’ the 
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“ subject, and ‘ walking on the backs’ the predicate, which would be the re- 
“lationship as expressed by such a sentence in ordinary parlance] And all 
“ Vedic words being different (fı om those m ordinary usage), the meaning of 
“ no Vedic words could be ascertained by the help of other words preceding 
“ and following ıt [1¢, 1f only a few of the Vedic words were different 
“ from those in ordinary usage, then the meaning of these latter being fully 
“ known, these could help us to ascertain the meauimg of the Vedic words 
“ occurring among them; and thus the meaning of Vedic words being 
“ascertainable by means of the Veda itself, even if they were totally 
“ different from the words mm oidinary usage, we could have an oppor- 
“tunity for considering whether these words denote the Class or the Indi- 
“vidual. But as a matter of fact all Vedic words are different from those 
‘in ordinary usage, and hence ıt ıs not possible | 

“ Thus then, masmuch as we find that the words of the Veda differ 
“ from those of ordinary parlance, on the point of—(1) the former being 
“ capable of bemg studied ın a certain defimte method specially laid down, 
‘ and the latter having no such method specified for 1t, and (2) the former 
“having its words and sentences irievocybly fixed, while the latter are ever 
“changeable, and (3) and the names and forms of the one being entuely 
“ different from those of the other,— we conclude that all the words used in 
“the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, are entuely different from 
“ those in ordinary parlance.” 

On this, we have the following — 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


We cannot but admıt the two classes of words to be identical , because 
otherwise, there could be no Injunction of the performance of any action 
And if ıt be urged that “such Injunction being a result in itself, any non- 
accomplishment of this would not matter much,’—we reply, that we shall 
prove its impossibility on the ground of ‘ non-differentiation.” 1 hat is to 
say, 1f there bea difference, the words in the Veda would be entirely strange 
to an ordinary person, and as such any Vedic sentence would be absolutely 
meaningless to him, and there would bea complete absence of all such 
Injunctions as tend to prompt people to the performance of certain actions 

Or, the reasoning expressed in the clause ‘ pruyogacodanabhavat’ (in 
the sūtra} may be explamed as that ıb 18 only when the two classes of 
words are identical, that there can be any Injunctions of the performance 
of actions. The sūira speaks of the identity of the objects expressed 
(t artharkaiva’) (though that of words 1s also meant), because the object 
is the more important factor of the two, or the word ‘atha’ may be taken 
in the sense of ‘thing ,* and this would apply to the word as well as to the 
object spoken of. That 1ıs to say, though the identity meant to be expressed 
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18 both of the words and the objects spoken of, yet the sitra men- 
tions the word ‘artha’ alone, because this would natuially imply that 
of the ‘ word’ also, or the word ‘artha’ may be taken as signifying 
things’ ın general, aud this would include both the words and the ob- 
jects spoken of. 

With a view to the fact that the arguments expressed im the clanse 
‘ p ayoyacodanabhavat ’—in whichever of the two ways 16 may be explained 
—would serve our purpose only when we would be having a discussion 
with an opponent who also believes in the Veda, and 1t would fail when 
addressed to others ,—the Bhashya raises the question— “ The Injunction 
of performance spoken of ıs one of the uses of words, and it 1s a proof 
that you have to give” 

And to this we offer the followmg ieply: Because of non-diffei entia- 
toon That ıs to say, in proof of the said identity, we have the following 
non-differentiations —(1) The word ‘go’ found in the Veda 1s recognised 
as non-diiferent from that met with ın ordinary usage, (2) the object ex- 
pressed by the word ‘go’ as used in the Veda ıs found to be non-different 
trom that expressed by ıt ın ordinary usage , (3) all the difference that 
we do perceive 1s only m 1egard to sentences, and none with regard to 
words and letters, (4) the pronunciation and the degrees of effort em- 
ployed im the utterance of Vedic words are perceived to be non-different 
from those in that of words im ordinary parlance; and (5) the 1ules laid 
down by grammarians are not found to be different in the case of Vedic 
words and in that of the words in ordinary usage. 

That ıs to say, masmuch as we actually recognise the words used in 
the Veda to be the same as those used in ordinary parlance, we cannot 
but accept them to be identical And it follows from this that the objects 
spoken of also being expressed by the same words must be accepted to be 
the same in both cases. 

And though in certain Vedic passages —as in the passage ‘ the cows of 
the gods walk on their backs ’—a well-recognised word 1s found to point to 
something altogether strange (1e, walking on the back, which we do not per- 
ceive in the ordinary cow), yet even in this case, there being nothing in- 
congiuous 1n taking the word ‘cow’ to mean the same thing that 14 does 
in ordinary parlance, the word expressing the strange thing may be ex- 
plained as simply showing a difference in the quality of the object denoted, 
(But this does not necessitate any difference m the object itself) as for 
instance, a cow thatis abnormally dwarf is still known as a cow; and a 
man with a flat nose, or with his ears covered, ıs not denied the name of 
‘Mau.’ Exactly in the same manner, the denotation of the cow being the 
same ın both cases, if there be a difference in the qualifications described, 
this cannot make any difference in the object itself , specially as the word 
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(‘cow’) does not denote any individual cow (whose character could be 
affected by qualifications). And again (for the same reason) the cows that 
are spoken of in the above passage as belonging to the gods (and having 
the pecaliarity of walkmg on their backs) need not always be those meant 
by the word ‘cow’ thronghout the Veda, specially as we often find the 
Vedic passages laying down the gifts of cows at sacrifices, using the word 
‘cow’ ın the sense of the ordinary cow of the world 

In the same manner, though the trees on the Mēru Mountain (the 
residence of the gods) have their leaves of gold, yet the word ‘tree’ 
cannot be said to signify, in the region of the gods, anything other than 
the ordinary free So too, though what 1s butte: for us be honey for the 
gods, yet the meaning of the words do not become different, specially as 
what we know as ‘ butter’ is what is transformed, by certain modifications 
of tasieand potencies, into the ‘honey’ of the gods. And as a matter of fact 
all Vedic words being equally strange to the ordimary man (according to 
theory of the Pirvapaksha), not a single word of the said passage could. 
be comprehended , and as such the expression ‘ walking on the back’ being 
itself uncomprehended, it could not pomt to the ‘cow’ spoken of 1n the 
passage as being (on account of such walking) something other than the 
ordinary cow. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘cows’ spoken of as belong- 
ing to the gods and ‘walking on their backs’ must be the same that are 
known as such in the ordmary world, thongh belonging to the gods Or, 
the passage may refer to the fact that it is the ordimaiy cows of the Earth 
that are referred to in the passage, as appearing to walk on their backs, 
owing to the revolutions of the Earth together with all the three worlds, 
as described in the Purinas. That is to say, just as we see the gods above 
us, so too, when in the course of revolution the Ea:th reaches a point 
above the abode of the gods, they see the things on the Earth as above 
them; and hence it is only natural that to them the cows walking on the 
Earth should appear to be walking on their backs. 

Hence we conclnde that the words used in the Veda, as also the ob- 
jects denoted by them, are the same as those in ordinary parlance. 


We now proceed to consider the question— 
(B). 

Does a word denote the Class or the Individual ? 

And on this point, though the Bhashya pnts forth only two alter- 
natives, yet the commentators thereupon could spiu out mnumerable alter- 
natives ; through individual restriction, alternation, acceptance of both 
separately, as well as together, the acceptance of their relationship, or 
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collection, or that of the one qualified by the other These alternatives 
again could be spun out into many others by mutual intermixture, 
as also by being blended with notions of gender, case, number, &, 
taken singly or all together, and thereby the alternatives become mnu- 
merable. 

For instance, at first we have the following eight alternatives as to the 
denotation of a word Does it signify—(1) the Class only, or (2) the 
Individual only, or (3) either the Individual or the Class optionally, 
(4) both the Class and the Individual, or (5) the relationship of both, or 
(6) the two taken together, or (7) the Individual as qualified by the Class, 
or (8) the Class as specified by the Individual Then again, does it signify 
—the Relationship qualified by the Class alone, or by the Individual alone, 
or by the Individual or the Class optionally, or by both taken together, or by 
the Individual as specified by the Class, or by the Class as specified by the 
Individual, or by these as specified by one another, or by both ? Agam, 
does the word signify the collection of both as qualified by the Class 
alone, &c, &c, as before ® So also, doesit sigmify the Relationship as 
qualified by the Class alone, &c, &c, &c ? Again, does the word signify 
the Class as qualified by the relationship, or by the collection, or by 
both the relationship and the collection optionally or by these as taken 
together? So also 1s ıt the Class alone or the Individual alone as qualified 
by these, either one by one, or by both taken together , or the Individual 
and the Class, one by one, or both together? Or 18 ıt the Individual 
as qualified by the Relationship as specified by the Class, or 18 ıb the 
Class as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual, or 
these one by one, or both taken together? So also in the case of the Col- 
lection of these two So again, is 1t the Class alone as qualified by the 
Individual specified by the Relationship, or is 1t the Individual as quali- 
fied by the Class specified by the Class ? Or, 18 it the Individual and the 
Class one by one, or taken together ? And we will have the same alter- 
natives with regard to the Collation of the two Agar, ıs ıt the Indi- 
vidual as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Class, or the Class 
as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual, or these two 
taken either separately or together? So also by making the Relationship 
specified by the Collation of these two Again, ıs 1t the Individual as 
qualified by the Class specified by the Relationship, or the Class as qualified 
by the Individual specified by the Rela tionship, andso forth. So also we 
could have other alternatives by taking the specification of these by their 
Collation In the same manner, does the word signify the Class or the Gen- 
der, the Class or the Case, the Class or the Number P And with each of 
these alternatives, we could have all those that have been enunciated above , 
so also with the various combimations of the Gender, Case and Number. 
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Then again, we could have many alte. natives as to the denotation of the 
word lying in the form of the word or m that of the Class, & , and thus 
would have all the aforesaid alternatives 

Though all these alternatives have not been pointed out by the 
Bhishya, yet they aie all as perceptible to the intellect, as the Distine. 
tions of Class, Substance and Property In all cases a slight difference is 
always perceptible by means of the sense-organs and the distinguishing 
matk (Inferential) of each of these, and Verbal testimony too points ont 
the slightest differences among various objects Thus then, beginning from 
the word, the Coguition that proceeds in a man has its flowers in the de- 
notations of words, and fruits in the meanings of sentences 

Among all these alternatives, that of the Class being the object of 
denotation 18 on one side, and all the others aie on the other,—all these 
latter bemg based upon the theory of the Individual being the object 
denoted by the word And hence, when ıt has been pioved that the Indi- 
vidual is not denoted by the word, all the other alternatives become re- 
jected by 16, and it 1s for this reason that the Bhashya has not spoken of 
these, apart from the Individualistic theory. But this non-mention does 
not show that these alternatives do not exist, or that they are absolutely 
useless, in fact, when explained ın all their details, they serve the purpose 
of expanding the intellect of the student And hence, though we have 
shown ont all the alternatives in detail, yet ıt 1s with reference to the two 
—Class and Individual—only that we proceed to consider which of them 
1s duectly denoted and which 1s induectly umphed 

And m order to justify the very introduction of the discussion, the 
Bhashya proceeds to put a question and then explain what these (the 
Class and the Individual) really are 

Objecteon “The Aki that you proceed to consider now has already 
been dealt with in the Zarkapéda (See Cloka-vartika, Trans pp. 281-95) , 
What then is the use of any question and answer with regard to the same 
thing ?? 

Keply* Tine 1t 18 that we have alherdy deseiibed ‘ Akrh’ as being 
cognisable by sonse-perception But we proceed to explain that what is 
ment by ‘lki’ 18, not the shape on form, but the Class This 1s what 
the Bhishya means by declaring ıt to be the commonality of Substances, 
Properties and chcéions, 

Tho classes of these substances too are relative in their extension, 
ono being meluded in another and so on As for instance, the class 
* Thing’ 18 the Inghest that we can think of , aud in this are incladed, ın 
the order of Jesse. extension, the classes, ‘Substance,’ ‘ Air,’ ‘ Fire,’ 
‘Water,’ ‘Self’ Under ‘Substance’ again, we have in the same order, 
‘Barth,’ ‘Jar, &e , ending with the mdividual jars Under the class ‘ Tree,’ 
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we have the classes ‘ Cingapa’ and the iest , under ‘ Body,’ we have ‘ Cow,’ 
‘Horse, ‘ Elephant,’ ‘Man,’ &e , and then the classes ‘ Karka,’ &c , Ale eX 
pressive of the properties of horses, as unde: ‘Elephant,’ we have the 
various species ‘Bhadia,’ ‘Madia? && Under ‘Man,’ we have ‘ 2B) ah- 
mana, ‘ Kaundunya,’ ‘Katha,’ & And just under the class ‘ Substance’ 
we have the above, so too unde: ‘ Pioperty’ and ‘ Action,’ we have 
‘White, ’&c, and the individual actions of ‘ Sacrifice,’ ‘ Homa,’ and such 
other endless actions as are differentiated by means of various verbal roots, as 
also by distinct Injunctions, Numbers, and Names and Properties, &c ,—as 
is held by other teachers of the Science 1, all actions may he included 
in the one class of ‘ Action,’ the only difference consisting ım the disime- 
taons of place, time, &c, as has been taught by Jaimini himself under 
the sth a-Ripacabdavibhagat 

Thus then, ıt ıs proved that Aly ta 18 Commonality, and not the shape 
of things, specially as, 1f 16 meant the latter, how could it ever belong 
to such immaterial objects as the Self and the lıke? That 1s to say, sucli 
mateiial objects as the yar and the like, may be found to have certain 
shapes, but ın the case of such objects as Light, Water, Air and Ahaga, all 
the shape that is perceived is that which belongs to the Earthy element in 
them and not to them by themselves While m the case of such pnicly 
unmaterial objects as the Self, Space, Time and Mind, as also im that of 
‘Action’ and ‘ Property,’ there can never be any shape at all Whaea- 
Commonality oz Class is found to apply to all things ithe world Herre 
we conclude that what 1s meant by the word ‘Akiti’ in the present Adhi- 
karana, 1s ‘ Class,’ and not any mateial form or shape Specially as the 
material shape of objects 1s destructible and varies in each individua! no 
such, shape could ever be said to constitute the Commonchty of objects 
Even if the class ‘ shape ’ itself be said to be meant by ‘ikita,’ then such 
a class being equally applicable to the cow and the horse, &c, there would 
be a hopeless overlapping of classes. Because in that case there would 
be no such sub-class of shape as would form the denotation of the word ‘con’ 
and pervade over all individual cows, excluding all otner animals, like the 
horse, &c, and when looking for such a differentiating factor, we cannot 
find any other except the Class , and thus 1t becomes established that ‘Class’ 
18 the only commonality of objects 

Thus then, masmuch as the instances of ‘Akri, ated in the Tut haptide, 
being the various ornaments ‘ svastzka’ and the like, 1t would seem that it 
was the material shape of objects that was meant, as held by the followers 
of Gautama , and ıt 1s with a view to 1emove this misconception that the 
Bhashya has explained the real meaning by meaus of questions and an- 
swers Therefore we conclude that prio: to the perception of individnal 
Substances, Properties and Actions, what ıs perceived of them 1s all shat 
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is meant by the word ‘ Akris’, this is indicated by the word ‘ mdira’ m 
the Bhashya. 

Says the Bhishya - Asddhdranarigéshd vyakhıh And seme people ex- 
plam this as defining the Individual to be the specific ( asidhdranadh) pocu- 
liartties (viçëshāh). 

Bat this is not correct, because the Individual 1s something entirely 
different from the peculiarities. Because what are held to be such ‘ pecu- 
harities’’ are the ‘khanda’ (presence of defective limbs) ‘munda’ (absence 
ef horns) and the hke ; but these are found to exist in various individuals of 
the same class, and in those of other classes, and so also are the pecaliar- 
réies of the ‘grey colour’ and the lıke, which are found to apply to the 
progeny of a cow of the said colour That 1s to say, the properties of the 
Khanda, &., are found to exist in many individuals, of the same as well as 
different classes ; eg , there are such cows, buffaloes and gavayas, &e ; and 
similarly too, one animal may be just as grey as the other; and the name 
' Cavaizya’ would also apply to the progeny of the Guvala (grey) cow, 
and thus the name ‘ Gavaléya,’ whether ıt be based upon the presence of 
a particular colour, or + mere conventional name, 2s applicable to many 
individuals, and hence ‘ grey’ (colour) caunot rightly be said to be a 
specific (asédhdrana) peculiarity (though as a matter of fact we always re- 
cognise the grey cow as an wediwidual, and hence the peculiarities cannot 
be said to be the Individuals) And secondly, in this explanation of the 
Bhashya passage, the plural number in ‘ Vegeskha’ would not be quite 
compatible with the singular in ‘ Vyakith ° 

For these reasons we must explain the Bhashya passage as defining 
the Indsvrdual to be that which possesses certain specific peculiarities of char- 
acter. 

Against this explanation of the compound as Bahuvréh: it may be 
urged that, “as shown above the peculiarities khanda, &c , are found to be 
common to many individuals, and as for any such pecuharities as would 
belong to particular mdividuals only, no such are possible ” 

But to this, we make the following reply: we do not mean that each 
Individual is to have any property peculiar to itself exclumvely , all that 
we mean 1s that certain characteristics, two or three together, are always 
recognised as being conjomtly pecuhar to a certain object, even when 
each of them singly may be found to belong to other objects as well. 
That is to say, even though certain properties may have been found to 
exist separately in many objects, yet taken together they are found only in 
a certam individual; and such an Individual may be said to be specifically 
characterised by these peculiarities (collectively). Andas a matter of fact 
we find that certain properties that have been perceived in a certain object 
are never found to exist, exactly in the same proportions, in any other 
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object; and the particular combination of properties that, never having 
been perceived elsewhere, is perceived in any object, comes to be recog- 
nised as its specific peculiarity. And thus, though there be an endless 
number of individuals, yet that does not make it necessary to assume an 
endless number of specific characteristics. Thus then, the necessary specify- 
ing peculiarity always being found, by only slight modifications, among a 
definite number of properties, all lesser (less extensive) classes also come 
to be recognised as individuals under the higher (more extensive) oues, 
And it is only the particular combinations of properties that come to be 
known by the name of ‘ Visgéha’ (Specific Peculiarity). 

The difference between the Individual and the Specific Peculiarities 
will be distinctly pointed ont by the Bhashya itself later on, in the 
passage: ‘That which is the object of the commonality, and the receptacle 
of specific peculiarities is the Individual.’ 

With regard to the denotation of words, some people (notably the 
author of the Vakyapadiya, and other grammatical writers) hold the 
following view: “ The class ‘cow’ itself is the specific peculiarity (of the 
“individual cow); and as it is not possible for such a specific property 
“to be expressed by a word whose denotation is always generic, what is 
“really expressed by the word (‘cow’) is the summmum genus, known as 
“ ‘Being’ or ‘ Thing’ or ‘ Entity,’ as specified by the form of the word 
“(* cow’) and the specific peculiarity of ‘cowness’; that is to say, it is 
“the ‘being of the cow’ that is expressed by the word ‘cow’ ; specially as 
“the true explanation of what is really signified by words is that all 
“words denote their ‘being’; and in this all of them resemble the words 
“<Apūrva’ ‘ Dévate’ and ‘Svarga’ (which denote only the being or ezis- 
‘gence of such supposed objects, which have no objective reality).” 

But this view is not correct; as it makes no difference among 
the various classes themselves; and we can never admit that the word 
‘cow’ denotes any such ‘being’ in general. The expressive potency of a 
word is always perceived, through Apparent Inconsistency, to be restrict- 
ed to a certain definite object. And even such words as ‘ Substance,’ 
‘Property,’ and ‘ Action,’ which are expressive of classes immediately 
under the summum genus of ‘ Being,’ will be found to have their denota- 
tiovs hopelessly mixed up, if they be all accepted as denoting the clasa 
‘Being’ only; what then, would be the case with the words that are 
expressive of other minor classes ? 

And again, those who hold all words to signify ‘ Being,’ cannot 
define whether they denote pure Being by itself, or as qualified by some- 
thing else ; because none of these two alternatives is admissible. 

For if it be pure ‘ Being’ that is denoted by the word, then all the 
words in the world would be synonymous; and any use of the verb ‘is’ 
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would be an madmissible repetition , and any such assertion as ‘the cow is 
not’ would be a hopeless self-contradiction, as ıt 13 absolutely ımpos- 
sible ever to cognise that ‘Being 1s not’ Even with regard to special 
times and places, the existence of ‘ Being’ can never be demied, because 
being eternal and all-pervading, ıt must exist at all times and in all 
places 

Nor does o:rdmary usage warrant the assertion that the denotation of 
all words 1s conventionally fixed ın ‘ Being’ alone And for these reasons 
it is not right to assert that ‘Beimg’ is the conventionally fixed com- 
monality of such things as ‘Substance ’ and the like 

The word ‘satta@’ (Beimg) ıs formed from the word ‘Aste’ (1s) as 
twice modified by means of two nomial affixes—(1) that which 15 
sat, and (2) the character of sat ıs satt, and this is found to be 
applicable to all things at all periods of their existence, begining from 
their production, and throughout all the various modifications that they 
undergo, to the point of time immediately preceding their destruction 
And hence if this summum genus of ‘Being’ were the denotation (of all 
words}, then it would have been more reasonable for the Vakyapadiya to 
assert ‘things’ to be the denotation of all things, than ‘existence or 
being? Nor have the words ‘sat’ and ‘satt@’ any other meaning than 
that which 1s signified by their root (to be), and hence they being exactly 
hke the word ‘ bhavat’ (the Present participle form of the root ‘ bh#’ to be), 
the word ‘ satt’ must mean ‘ sadbhava,’ existence, and it cannot be gratui- 
tously assumed, according to the Vaucéshikas, to signify a Class consisting 
of the idea that we have of the existence of Substance, Property and 
Action 

Thus then, ıt has been shown that the word ‘ satta@’ ıs formed out of 
the indeclinable form ‘astı, which 1s synonymous with ‘ thing,’ and similar 
in characte: to the word ‘bhavat’ The wod (‘astı’), from out of which 
we have the forms ‘asttva’ and ‘ astita’ (Being), 1s that which denotes 
‘thing,’ and it has all the appearance of a verb , though in reality 1¢ 18 not 
a verb, because if ıt were a verb, ıt could not be a noun, and as such no 
such nominal affixes as ‘tva’ or ‘tvā’ could ever be applied to it 
And ıt is because ıt 1s not a veib that we have such compounds 
as ‘astihshira’ ın which the word ‘ astı? (an Indeclinable) means ‘ exist- 
ing’ The expression ‘astikshind gauh’ cannot be said to contam a 
verbal compound , and hence we must accept the compound as Bahuvrihi, 
consisting of au Indeclinable ast} which 1s capable of taking declen- 
tional terminations, and the noun ‘kshira,’ the meamng being ‘that 
(cow) which has (plenty of) mlk’, thus alone can the expression give 
any sense 

It is for this reason that having found (ın the said compound, f1) 
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the word ‘ ast’ used in the sense of ‘thing,’ and also finding the word 
‘sat’ to be closely connected with ıt, and then applying to ıt the reflexive 
affix ‘tal,’ as im the word ‘devata’ (deva and tal),—but disregarding 
all notion of the nominative of the verb ‘to be,’—the Logicians come to 
accept the word ‘sat’ and ‘satta’ to signify merely what ıs denoted by 
the root ‘ to be’, and it is fiom this that they come to the conclusion 
that the word ‘sat’ sigmifies the summum genus ‘Being’ (sattā) But 
inasmuch as this view ıs not authorised by the scriptures, ıt has been 
rejected by all Grammarians and Mimansakas, even though it has come 
to be so commonly believed in as to make the aforesaid ‘ Being’ appear to 
be denotable by even such words as ‘ cow’ and the like 

As a matter of fact, however, though the genus ‘thing’ 1s indicated 
by all words, yet ıt cannot be said to form part of 1ts denotation, as foi 
‘ Being,’ however, ıt pomts to an entirely different property, and as such 
how can it ever be accepted as forming the denotation of all words? In 
the case of the word ‘thing,’ though the genus that ıt signifies inheres 
in an altogether different class and individual, yet 1t 18 mndirectly indicated 
by such objects as the cow and the lke 

The denotation (by all words) of pure Being by itself having thus been 
found to be inadmissible, ıt becomes all the more unreasonable to assert 
the denotation of the word ‘cow’ to consist in the genus ‘ Being’ as 
qualified by the cow (2 e, the beeng of the cow) That ıs to say, this theory 
would be open to all the objections that we shall urge against the theory 
of the denotation of words consisting of the Individual as qualified by the 
Class, or of the Class as specified by the Individual Specially as the 
qualifying factor would always be cognised beforehand 

That ıs to say, if the word ‘ cow’ be held to express the berng of the cow, 
then, we ask—does the word signify ‘ Beg’ as qualified (1) by the class 
‘Cow,’ or (2) by the endividual cows? (1) If the former, then, as 
in that case, the real denotation of the word ‘Cow,’ (as also ‘ Being’) 
having been accomplished in the qualifying adjunct (Class ‘ cow ’) 1tself 
(which is always cognised beforehand), what would be che use of the 
denotation of ‘ Being’ after that? That ıs to say, withont a previous 
expression of the qualifying adjunct, ıt 18 always impossible to have any 
notion of the qualified, and then, the qualifying adjunct being closely 
related to the qualified, the previous cogmiion of the qualıfyıng adjunct 
(the class ‘Cow’) could not but have mdicated the genus ‘ Being’ also 
and as such we would not have any Apparent Inconsistency (of the ide: 
of ‘Bemg’ ente:mg into the conception of the class ‘Cow’) tha 
could justify us m assuming this (notion of ‘ Beg’) to form part of th 
direct denotation of the word ‘Cow’ (2) If, however, the word ‘Cow 
be held to denote the genus ‘ Being’ as qualified by the indirıdual cows,- 
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this too would be open to the same objections, and there would be the 
further objection of such a theory necessitating the assumption of the 
denotation of endless ‘ Beings’ as preceded by that of an equally endless 
number of Individual cows by an endless number of words, by means of 
an endless potentiality of words bearing certain transitory relations (with 
the said endless Individuals, &c ), and all this would make ıb as objec- 
tionable as the theory that the word denotes the Individual 

It has been asserted ın the above quotation fiom the Vakyapadtya, 
that— the case of these words 1s said to be similar to those of the word 
‘ Apūrva’ ‘ Dévata’ avd ‘Svarga’” To this we make the following 
reply- Itis a well-ascertained fact that the words ‘ Apirva,’ &c , do not 
signify the genus ‘Being’, ın fact they too are actually found to denote 
certain specific individuals, as is proved by the Apparent Inconsistency 
(of the ideas of particular things brought about by these words). Some 
of these words are 1erognised as signifying certain particular individuals, 
either through the Apparent Inconsistency of what 1s directly heard, or 
through supplementary explanations, or through other sentences, and 
through this specific denotation of theirs, they also indicate, as the 
necessary concomitant of these, the genus ‘ Being’, which, thus, cannot 
be accepted as forming part of their direct denotation. Hence we 
conclude that, 1uasmuch as no object can avoid bemg concomitant with 
‘Being,’ the idea of this latter ıs due to an indirect indication by these 
words. 

We actually find the words ‘Apiirva,’ &c , having a meaning distinctly 
apart from the genus ‘Being’, as for imstauce, ‘ Apuirva’=a certain 
potentiality of the Action, * Dévata’=Indra and others, and ‘Svarga’= 
unalloyed pleasure To explainefurther, all objects im the world are 
cognised, through Apparent Inconsistency, to have distinct potentialities 
of their own, and hence we also admit of the existence of a potentiality, 
born of the performance of sacrifices, capable of bringing to the Agenta 
certai result at some future time, and to this potency, we give the name 
of ‘ Apérva,’ so called because ıt had no existence prio: to the performance 
of the sacrifice, fiom which 1t follows, and thus the name applying to the 
potency ın its very literal sense So also the woid ‘ Dévata@’ signifies those 
that shene, in the shape of the Sun, the Moon and the Stars, and those that 
are eulogised by all Mantras as constantly moving, ın the shape of Vayu 
aud others, and thus this word also having its denotation duly ascertained 
as resting in certain individuals, it cannot be accepted as denoting the 
geuus‘Bemg’ So also the word ‘ Svarga’ 1s found to sigmfy either the 
starry regions, or the regiovs situated on the summit of Mount Meru, as 
described in the Arthavada passages of the Veda, and im various Puranas 
and Itthisas, eg. we read in the Veda—‘ those men of pions deed 
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who proceed to heaven, attain the regions of the star,” and “they couquel 
those bright 1egious of the pious” As ıt may be taken to mean the 
summit of Mount Meru, as desc ibed in Puranas and Itihasas O1 again, 
it may be taken as signifying pure pleasure, duly differentiated by 
means of negative and affirmative concomitances, which 1s experienced 
during a thousand years, and which 1s capable of being experienced 1u 
some other region, as is distinctly proved by bhe Apparent Inconsistency 
of the fact ot such pleasure bemg free from all tamt of such sources 
of pain, as hunger, thirst and the hke, (all the pleasure in this wold 
being always found to be mixed with more or less of pain) Though any 
such pleasure has never been expeiienced m this world, yet we can form 
an idea of ıt by abstaacting 16 from the mixed experiences that we have, 
and thus the word ‘ Svaiga’ duectly denoting such pleasure, can only 
indirectly indicate the genus ‘Bemg’ which canuot be adwitted to form 
part of its direct denotation 

Thus then, we find the denotations of the words ‘A iua,’ &c, to 
be exactly similar to those of the words ‘cow’ and the like, and ıt 18 only 
when such denotationus have been dnectly pointed out by the words, that 
they are capable of indirectly indu ating the genus ‘Bemg’ And hence we 
cannot admit the word ‘Cow’ to denote the ‘being’ of the cow 

Then, all the doubt that there 1s 18 with regard to the question of the 
denotation of the word consisting in the Class or ın the Individual , and 
the present discussin is with regard to this question 

The Bhash,a says— Wherefore should there be any doubt?” Tars 
is an objection to the discussion, emanating from one who, finding all 
business referring to the mdividual objects, holds the denotation of the 
woid to consist 1n the Individual 

But to this objection we reply that from seeing all business referring 
tothe individuals, we conclude the denotatiou of the word to be in the In- 
dividual , and yeton a consideration of the true expressiveness of the word, 
the denotation ıs not found to be apart from the Class; and hence there 
being a disagreement between the conclusions with regard to the true 
denotation of the word, as pointed out by the denotability of the object 
and by the conduct of ordinary business, 1t certainly becomes a matter 
fo. consideration, as to which of these two conclusions 18 the correct one 

And on this question, we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


«Inasmuch as we could have no Injunctions of Actions (af words 
“‘sigmified Classes), it 1s the Individual alone that can be denoted by a 
‘Sword. Both the Individual and the Class cannot be said to be denoted by 
“it, because we have already shown above that a word can reasonably 
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“have only one signification, and also because the Class 1s always cognis- 
“ed along with the Individual. Since all words that are laid down as 
“with reference to a ceitam purpose have the sole end of expressing 
“certain meanings, therefore then true denotation must always be as- 
‘‘certained ın accordance with what they are actually found to signify, 
“and hence the meanings of all words should be ascertained im such a 
“way as to render them capable of forming fit auxiliaries to the mean- 
“angs of the sentences im whxh they occur (and in sentences words 
“cannot but denote indi\idual objects) Thus then, if the word ‘ Piihi’ 
“signified the Class (in the sentence ‘washes the Vrihi’), what would be 
“the object washed? (for certainly no washing of the Class would be 
““nossible) And in the sentence ‘Soména yujéta,’ uf the word ‘soma’ 
“denoted the Class, what would be the material offered at the sacrifice P 
“For certainly no offering of the Class ıs eve: possible And further, 
“the Class being imcorpoieal and eternal, there could never be any 
“‘thieshing’ of 16, and as such, any Injunction or Prohibition of such 
“* threshing’ would not be possible 

“That is to say, we meet with such sentences as—‘ threshes the corn,’ 
“kills the animal,’ ‘presses the soma-juice,’ ‘purifies the soma,’ ‘one 
“should perform siciifices with soma, animals, coins, &c, &c’, and in all 
“ these, the objects that are spoken of as being purified or employed for the 
‘fulfilment of certain purposes, cannot but be those that are perishable 
“and corporeal, consequently we could have no such Injunctions of 
“actions, 1f the words ‘coin’ and the rest were significant of Classes, 
“ while all these become possible if Individuals be held to be denoted by 
“them, and the cognition of the significations of words having their 
‘‘clnef use in the bringing about of the activity of human agents which 1s 
“brought abont by Injunctions, we must always accept the significations 
s of all words to be such as are capable of properly fitting in the meanings 
“of sentences that appear as Injunctions So also, in the case of Piohibi- 
“tions, such as ‘the Brabmana should not be killed’ and the like, these 
“also depend upon a previous conception of the performability of such 
“actions (as are now prohibited), and 16 19 only with regard to a certain 
“individual Brahmana, that there could be any notion of the performabili- 
“ty of slaughte:, wlich could never refer to the Class (‘ Bidlmana’), 
“and hence if the word ‘Brahmana’ signified the Class, there bemg no 
““mevious conception of the slaughter, any prohibition of ıt would be 
“i hsolutely useless Hence, we can admit of only such significations of 
“words as would make it possible for us to have the Injunctions of 
‘ Achons, and we can never admit of any siguification for mere transcen- 
“dental results. 

“It may be argued that im the case of Injunctions that refer to 
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‘Individuals we could accept the words to denote Individuals, while in 
“those refering to Classes, these could be accepted to be denoted by the 
‘Swords’ But this would not be quite right, because we have already proved 
“by ai guments that a word can have only one meaning, otherwise (1f many 
‘“‘significations of words were accepted) such a process would necessitate 
“the most unreasonable assumptions of indefinite relationships, endless, 
“invisible, expressive potencies, and would be open to all the eight objec- 
‘tions that have been shown to appeitain to all options, and moreover 
“such assumptions would be absolutely uncalled for, as a comprehension 
“of the word could be accomplished by means of any one of the various 
“assumed significations 

“It may be asked—how then have we an idea of the Class? To this, 
“the sira replies Because of non-diygunciion That is to say, mas- 
“much as the Classis always cognised along with the Individual, when- 
“ever the Individual happens to be denoted by a word, ıt indicates (its 
« concomitant) the Class also. It1s with a view to this that 1t 1s said im the 
“ Vadbhitadhikarana (I—1—34) that when a certun meaning of a word 
“has been accepted, ıt 1s not possible to reject 14, and hence any other 
‘meaning that ıt may be found to have must be held to be induectly 
“indicated by 1% 

“Tf it weie a Class that was denoted by the word, ıt would belong 
“ equally to all the Individuals included therem, and 16 could never be 
“mehtly ascertained, which one of these was actually meant in any particu- 
“lar instance , whereas when ıt 13 an Individual that ıs denoted by the word 
‘at can point to one Class only (of which 1t1s a unit) , and as such, in 
“ this case the notion of the Class would be obtained by means of the ın- 
“direct indication of the same word that directly denotes the Individnal 
“ (whereas in the former case we would have to postulate a certain unheard 
“of faculty ın the word by which ıt could bring about the notion of the 
“Individual, while duectly denoting the Class) For these reasons, we 
‘t conclude that ıt is the Individual that constitutes the denotation of a 
“word 

“As for the other innumerable alternatives spoken of above, none of 
“these can be rightly accepted, as we have notions of all these along with 
“that of the Individual (which alone can be accepted as denoted by the 
“ word). 


Sutra (31): “ Also because words would not denote a substance" 
(if 1t3 denotation consisted of the Class, there would be no co-ordination 


with Adjectives) 
[ The sitoa has been translated ın accordance with the interpretation 


of the Vdrtika, which 1s at vanat ce with that of the Bhashya ] 
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Lhe Sitra explained according to the Bhashya 

“ And further, because of the impossibility of there beimg any word 
“expressive of the property (of substances), we must accept the Indivi- 
‘dual to be denoted by the woid, because there could be co-ordination 
“ between the word signifying a Class and that which signifies a property 
“For instance, 1f the word ‘Cow’ denoted the Class ‘Cow, in the case of 
“all such assertions as—‘the white cow’ ‘purchases the Soma with a 
“ one-year old reddish cow wrth yellowish eyes,’ ‘six cows should be given,’ 
“cone should offer the gift of a single cow,’ and the hke—the Nouns 
‘denoting Classes, and the adjectives denoting particular properties, 
“there could be no co-ordination between the two, 2e, the adjective 
st white,’ ‘reddish,’ &c , could not qualify the class ‘cow’ Nor ıs there 
“any relationship possible between these, which would justify our using 
“ such expressions as ‘ the white of the cow’, and hence it 1s all the more 
“impossible for them to be regarded as co-extensive (imhering im a single 
“ substratum). For certainly, 161s not the Class ‘cow’ that 1s either white 
“or red, or sıx ın number, 16 ıs the sndiwidual cow that is always re- 
‘““cognised as having these properties, and hence we must hold the 
“Individual to be denoted by the word 


[The explanation of the sūtra ın accordance with the view of the 
Vā tıka itself is as follows —] 

“ According to us, the word denoting the Individual, there would be a 
“co-ordination with adjectives, while according to the Class-theory, 
“ there bemg no denotation of any individual substances by the word, 
“there would be as great a divergence between the noun and its qualify- 
“ing Adjective as between the Cow and the Horse Whether the word 
‘be accepted to denote the Individual as specified by the Class and a 
“certain property, or the Individual alone by itself, there would always 
“ be a co-ordination, 1f our view of the case 1s accepted And what 1s 
‘‘ referred to by the word ‘ Dravya’ (substance) in the sūtra 1s the Indiv- 
‘“ dual cow as qualified by the quality of ‘whiteness’, and 1b is the 1m- 
* probability of the denotation of any such common substance that 18 pointed 
“out by the negative particle (in the compound ‘ Ad» avyacabdatvat) ’ 

“The way ın which the Bhashya has taken the s#iza has necessita- 
“ted the acceptance of an indirect signification of the word ‘dravya,’ which 
“is made to indicate that which 1s contained ın the dravya—viz , P: operty,— 
“as also the acceptance of the negative particle forming part of a com- 
“pound, of which it is not in a position to form a part (inasmuch as it 
“ıs dependent for 1ts full significance upon a certain word signifying 
“< existence’ which 18 not contained ın the compound) The meaning thus 
“got at from the sūtra would be that ın accordance with the Class-theory, 
“there could be no word expressive of the properties of an object But we 
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“have rejected this interpretation, because ıt ıs too far-fetched, and 
“ necessitates our having recourse to the secondary sigurfication (of the 
“word ‘davya’) pointed out by something (the expression ‘does not 
‘exist,’ which 1s supplied from without and 1s) not coutained in the com- 
“ pound itself. 

“But the mterpetation of the Bhashya could be justified in a 
“way by constiuing its words 1u the following manner —'I he word that 
“signifies that (the Property) which inheies, in the substance, 1s what 15 
“spoken of as ‘ Adiavyacgabda,’ a word signifying something apart from 
“the substance , and inasmuch as the Class is without any properties, 
“such a word can never be tightly used in anv sentence, along with the 
“word signifymg a substance (which acco:ding to the Class theory, can 
“ be nothing else but the Class), that ıs to say, there can be no such 
“sentence as—‘the Class cow 1s winte’ But even this far-fetched ex- 
‘* planation 1s open to the objection of the impossibility of co-extensive- 
“ness, which in this case, 13 found to pertain to the Individual-theary 
“also, and hence this interpretation being found faulty, we must accept 
“the one we have explained above ” 

[The Vartrka omits séira 32, and takes up the Bhashya on sūtra 33], 
with which begins the X 

SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (33): It is the Class (that 1s signified by the word); 
because it serves the purpose of Actions. 


(In explaining this sūtra, the Bhashya says—:f the word ‘ Cyéna’ 
signified the Class, we could not have the sentence ‘one should make the altar 
like the Gyéna bud’ And the Varirku takes exception to this] 


The sūtra does not show that the passage quoted means that itis the 
Class f Cyéna’ that ıs built with the biicks, no: conid such an assertion 
be admissible, becanse [the Class by itself being eternal, could be said to 
be built only with 1eference to the individuals contamed m it, but even 
mm certam cases as in those of Self, & , individuals are found to be ever 
existent, and as such not requning any building, and even m the case of 
non-eternal (created) substances, though they are brought about in ac- 
cordance with the character of their origmative causes, yet they are 
always found to be inhermg m their respective Classes, and hence] ıt 
18 highly improbable for the Class ‘ Cyéna’ to be built up with the bricks, 
which are incapable of making up even the individual Cyénas, which are 
actually found to be made up of certain veirs, arteries, tendons and 
muscles, dc And hence, whichever of the two theories be accepted, the 
meaning of the snid Injunction must be accepted to be, that the altar that 
is made should have the shape of the Cydua bird, just as a lump of 
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flour-paste 1s made into the shape of alion And this can be done only in 
accordance with the shape that belongs to the whole class ‘Cyéna,’ in 
contradistinction to those borne by other classes of animals,—and not with 
the shape or specific character of any individual Cyéna bird, in contra- 
distinction to that of another individual bird of the sameclass And as for 
the similarity of the mere individual (2 e , mere individuality m general), 
ibisa@ purely abstract property, and being entirely independent of all 
notions of either the genus or the species, ıt would be common to all 
substances alike, and hence ıt cannot be accepted as constituting the 
denotation of any word And if the similarity (of the altar) were made 
according to the shape of a certam individual Cyéna, then, in that case, 
the altar could not be accepted as similar to the Cyena by another person, 
who may not have seen that particular individual Cyena, and hence the 
Injunction could not have served its purpose for this latter person. Hence 
we conclude that the bmlding of the Cyéna-altar could nevei be properly 
accomplished if the word ‘ Cyéna’ were accepted as denoting an individual 
Cyéna. 

[The Bhdshya has raised an objection —“ But the altar could be built 
with the individual Cyéna birds as uts matertal,” and the reply that 1s given 
is that] In the compound ‘Cyénacita,’ the word ‘ Gyéna’ cannot be 
taken as the principal instrument That ıs to say, the compound cannot be 
grammaticaly explained as ‘that which is built with the Cyéna’, because 
the sūtra ‘ Karmanyagnyadkhydyam ’ ( Pānım III—n—92) lays down the pos- 
sibility of the particular affix that ıs found in the compound only under 
cei tain conditions, the chief of which is that the previous word should 
be in the Accusative, and hence the word ‘ Gyéna’ cannot but be taken as 
the objective, the meaning of the Injunction being that ‘one should 
prepare the Cyéna by the building’, but as ıt ıs absolutely impossibbe for 
the actual Cyéna bird to be built, we take ıt to mean that the altar 
should be built of a shape similar to that of the Cyéna bud. 

(Vide Bhashya, Page 81, para 3) (1) Inasmuch as it is absolutely 
ımpossıble for any words to pomt to the specific individuality (svalak- 
shana) of any particular Individual of a Class,—(2) as being incapable of 
thus being pointed out, even if the word were to denote such a specific 
wndwidualtty, 1t could be that belonging to any of the various Indıvi- 
duals,—(3) as if the word denoted an Individualhty ın general, this 
would result in an option with regard to the acceptance of any one 
Individual from among the innumerable Individuals concerned (the word 
cannot be accepted to denote any specific mdividuality) , and even though 
it ıs true that the denotation of the Individual would naturally lead to 
that of the Class, yet it bemg a well-recognised fact that ıt 18 only the 
generic character of the contained (2 e., the individual cows) that points to 
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the contame: (the Class ‘cow’) the Class could be pointed out only by 
the individuals themselves, and not by any specific Individualhties (which 
latter therefore cannot be admitted to form the denotations of words). 
And as for the theory of the denotation of the Individuals themselves, it 
is open to many objections , for mstance, (1) in that case no relationship 
(of the expresser and the expressed) could ever be expressed in words 
(because of the impossibility of laying down as many such descriptions 
as there are Individuais), (2) there would always be a vagueness in the 
use of the words (that 1s to say, the word ‘cow’ could not be accepted by 
any individual person to denote any other Cow than the one with reference 
to which he might have learnt the word), (3) there would never be any 
idea of cows ın general, (4) and lastly, there would be the necessity of 
postulating a distinct expressive potentiahty (for the word ‘cow’ with 
reference to each individual cow that may crop up), thereby necessitating 
the assumption of endless potentialities And for these 1easons, the 
exact denotation of a word being totally unasce:tainable, there would 
always be a doubt with regard to ıt, and that which is doubtful cannot 
be accepted as expressed by the word, and thus the word would become 
absolutely devoid of any object to be denoted 

The same arguments serve to set aside the two theories—(1) that it 1s 
the Individual, as apart fiom the Class, that ıs denoted by the word, and 
(2) ıt 1s the Class, independently of the individuals, that ıs denoted by 16. 
And as for the (8) theory of the denotation of the Class as specified by 
the Individuals, ıt cannot be accepted, because this would involve a 
previous cognition of the Individual, as without such previous concep- 
tion of the qualification, we can never have any idea of the qualified. 
And as for the denotation resting ın (4) the Relationship of the Class and 
the Individual, or (5) m a mixture of the two,—there can be no conception 
of these (Relationship and Mixture) imdependently by themselves, 
specially as by themselves they are capable of being taken with regard 
to all the objects ın the world (and not restricted to the Class and the 
Individual), and hence they must be accepted as qualfying the objects 
selated and mixed, and thus these theories would necessitate the assump- 
tion of a triple potency in the word [ (1) one for the Individual, (2) one 
for the Class, and (3) one for the Relationship or the Mixture], but even ın 
this (1) the assumption of any expressive potency with regard to the Indı- 
vidual would be opeu to all the objections ui ged above against the Indivi- 
dual-theory (2) As for the Admixture, there can be no such Admixture 
of the Class with the Individual, because each of them has a distinct 
purpose to serve, and becanse one of them ıs subservient to the other 
(3) And on account of the Class and the Individual not being two en- 
tirely distinct objects, between them, there can be no selationship or 
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“have rejected this interpretation, because it ıs too fai-fetched, and 
“ necessitates our having recourse to the secondary siguification (of the 
“word ‘davya’) pointed out by something (the expression ‘does not 
‘Sexist,’ which ıs supplied from without and is) not contained im the com- 
“ pound itself 

‘But the interpretation of the Bhāshya could be justified in a 
“way by constiuing its words 1u the followmg manner —Jhe word that 
“signifies that (the Pioperty) which inheres, in the substance, 1s what 1s 
“spoken of as ‘ Adsavyagabda,” a wmd sigmfymg somethmg apart from 
“the substance , and inasmuch as the Class 1s without any proper ties, 
“such a word can never be rightly used in anv sentence, along with the 
“word signifying a substance (which according to the Class-theory, can 
“be nothing else but the Class), that 1s to say, there can be no sach 
“sentence as—‘the Class cow is white’ But even this fai-fetched ex- 
‘< planation is open to the objection of the impossibility of co-extensive- 
“ness, which in this case, 13 found to pertain to the Individual-theory 
“also, and hence this interpretation being found faulty, we must accept 
“the one we have explained above ” 

[The Vārtıka omits stira 32, and takes up the Bhashya on sūta 33], 
with which begins the : 

SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (33): It is the Class (that ıs signified by the word), 
because it serves the purpose of Actions. 


[In explaining this sūtra, the Bhashya says—ıf the word ‘ Cyéna’ 
signified the Class, we could not have the sentence ‘one should make the altar 
like the Cyéna bud” And the Va teku takes exception to this} 


The sūtra does not show that the passage quoted means that it is the 
Class € Cyéna’ that ıs built with the biicks, no: could such an assertion 
be admissible, because [the Class by itself bemg eternal, could be said to 
be built only with :eference to the mdividuals contamed mit, but even 
mm certam cases as in those of Self, &e, individuals are found to be ever 
existent, and as such not requning any building, and even in the case of 
non-eternal (created) substances, though they are brought about in ac- 
cordance with the character of their originative causes, yet they are 
always found to be imhermg m their respective Classes, and hence] ıt 
1s highly improbable fo. the Class ‘Cyéna’ to be built up with the bricks, 
which are incapable of making up even the individual Cyénas, which are 
actually found to be made up of certam veirs, arteries, tendons and 
muscles, &¢ And hence, whichever of the two theories be accepted, the 
meaning of the suid Injunction must be accepted to be, that the altar that 
is made shuuld have the shape of the Gyéua bird, just as a lump of 
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and ıt ıs fo. this reason that 1b1s spoken of as sot: ete nal (u the rine 
form'of the Class) and won-eternal (as cummed tu & partioniar iugar 
dual) 

If the Class weie something totally difterert irom the Indiv čus. at 
could never form the subject of any Injunction uit regard to Drarma , 
because the Class ‘ Animal’ bung incorpo: es: ec ald nove: form suc? a s% | 
ject And ^e for the substance qualified by tha Class animal,’ inasmuch 
as this substance itself could not be coguisad wivhou tre Class “ suustanc:. 
(an which the class ‘ Animal’ also inheves), tue sabstance mast be aeceptec 
as indicated (by the Class ‘ Auimal’}, because Luth are foand to iph.e sh 
a single substratum (the Class ‘Substance’}, anc alse becavss; rhe class 
‘Substance’ coutains within itself the Ciass Animal’ Buv even ther, 
the Class ‘substance’ aiso boing imcorpo.cal, the aivreseia oO vect.on 
continues to be effective It agum ipe Glass * Subsiunce’ be taren o rutu 
cate ils substratum, this wouid be mere causteme n general (a tu ^e tan 
ly this couid be of vo rse ur aay sacrifice) And as for any 197 aulu 
cases of the Class ‘ Aniamel’ or of the Cles) Sansuanee,’ these, werg less 
extensive than the Classes trcuaselves, C3074 wot 92 said to be u Jieateñ 
uw them And that wheel ~ ant cozuge. i. 7 uerve Recon Lea wisi 


‘a Injunclion, and sha ful Jess Cet oa there tie doubt amot 6 
l eld to be July cogempec aio. aS ee, ww pe teeter i Dha ane wish 
regard to something, Glet, WIBI abd Ata amiat at dua to be. a s 2.0 
vith regard to ‘het p coumec so, FP elu oa tae PELNA aso Pe 
houee the Dhamma tay woute bo aaa 1) Le he wok ltd Le oS, 
rannob be tightly pestocue. la eo neers o 2 Paatiediat -AAAY lu 7 


Judas for these particetla: Fucividaais al. w7 eu raey WOU 06 exD.eFe 
ed in words, 16 could oni? ve m che ir: cf Classes, anu as guel Sle 
o yections hased upon the ir o1porealty of vhese would renan euecite. 
and as regards the specibe Indivuivases ol oorects, 15 aas eon already 
sown that no basınca gairte sr wis cterence to Lhese, Hence ve 
conclude that Qf the “lass be held to ve som. buy sotaliy diferent from thy 
Individuals), we cou'd neve make out the real snuject of the Injunctions 
of Dharma (sacrifices) and even the ideas ot co-eatensivenrss (iba. we 
have with regard io the cov and whiteness, in the sentence the Cor x 
white’) will, in that case, hive to be e.p'amed, as obtained indirectly by 
meaus of Indication (uf the Individual 20w ny the Class Cow denoted by 
the word), while 16 13 an universally recognised fact that an deg or such 
co-extensiveness 18 got at by duect denotat‘on 

The Bhashya, however, in the passage—“ ıb is a self-perceptible fact 
that when a word is uttered, an Individual 1s cogmsed "—-has admitted a 
difference (between the Individual and the Class;, and has then spoken of 
the cognition of the Indisiduai, only as the substratum of the Class (denvied 

dd 
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by the word), because a particula: Individual by itself ıs never cognised 
(by means of a word). And even the relation of the container and the 
contained (that is hinted at in the Bhashya as subsisting between the 
Class and the Individual) 1s only an mdurect (or assumed) one. And here 
too the pointing by the general (Class) to the particular (Individuals) 
should not be taken as a case of Indication, because 1t is only a case of 
mere hinting (or pointing) 

Or, the clausein the Bhashya— by the word or by the Class ”— 
may be taken as referring to the cognition of the Individual, the conclu- 
sion arrived at, by means af affı matıve and negative concomitance bemg, 
that the cognition of the Individual is brought about by the Class For 
instance, (1) when one has cognised the class ‘ Fire’ (in the mountain), 
thiongh the perception of Smoke, his desire to learn the character of the 
individual fire—in the shape of its brightness or dulness—is also fulfilled 
(which shows that the cognition of the Class ‘ Fire’ has brought about 
by affirmat:ve concomitance, the cognition of the Individual Fire), 
aud (2) when through some ‘disorder of the mind ’—re, foolishness or 
dulness—one fails to recognise the denotation of the Class by a word, 
and cognises only the Individual, with reference to which a certam 
assertion of relations 1s made, to be expressed by the word, such a person, 
having had no idea of the Class, has no idea of any other Individual save 
the one directly described , (and this shows by negative concomitance, that 
without a cognition of the Class there 1s uo cognition of the Iudividual) 
Oı another way of explaiming the same fact ıs that, though we cognise the 
Class by itself to be denoted by the word, yet we do not, in the same 
manner, cognise the Individual, unless we have previously recognised the 
Class 

A question ıs here raised—‘ what then is the difference between 
t gotea’ (the Class ‘Cow’) and the word ‘g3’ (Cow) (since both are 
equally held to denote the Class ‘ Cow’) ?” 

The difference between the two 1s that ın the case of one—viz , the Clas 
‘Cu, there 1s a slight difference (from the Individual) , as, for instance 
we find the individual (cow) belonging to the Class ‘ Cow,’ being clearly 
spokea of as ‘ gotvavan’” (belonging to the Class ‘ Cow,’) which distinetl; 
shows that there ıs some distinction between the Individual ‘Cow’ aul 
the Class ‘Cow’ And as the expression ‘goivarān' (belonging to the 
Class ‘Cow’) pomts to the Class also, the declaration of its describing 
the Indiv.dual ıs not open to the objections that have been urged agaist 
the theory of the Individual constituting the denotation of a word, 
specially as the word 18 found to be expressive of every one of the 
Individuals (as constitutmg the Class denoted) And in any particular 
case (as in * one should saciafice with corns’) the only doubt that ono has 
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is with regard to the number (or quantity) of the object to be employed, 
and as for the object itself, there 1s a most definite cognition (of corns) 
(by means of the word) 


The Bhasbya has cited “the words ‘ Cow,’ &c,” with a view to all 
Nouns and Verbs. 

The special purpose that is served by the above discussion 1s that the 
generic and the particular word referring to the same object, there would 
be no rejection of the general rule by the exception, in accordance with 
the view of the Purvapaksha (while according to the Siddhanta such a 
rejection 1s duly accomplished). 


oO 


[The Vartika now proceeds to put forth another exposition of the 
above 


ADHIKARANAS (A) and (B).] 


Words like ‘gauh,’ &c, having been shown to be correct, we now 
proceed to consider m which denoted object the operations of these words 
lie. Though the words are divided into four kinds—Nouns, Verbs, 
Prefixes and Nıpätas—yet ıt is only the first two that are taken into con- 
sideration , because 161s only with regard to the denotation of these—and 
not to that of Prefixes and Nipdias—that certain doubts are found to arise in 
our minds, specially as Prefixes and Nipd@tas do not by themselves serve 
to denote any objects , they only serve to illumine the meanings of Nouns 
and Verbs, which are the only really expressive words , and hence itis these 
latter only that are taken into consideration Though certain Nepdias—as 
‘ Pagcatya,’ ‘ Anuydtya’ and the lıke—are found to be denotative of certain 
definite objects, yet there are no doubts as to the particular objects 
denoted by them The Nipdtas would have been taken up for considera- 
tion on the present occasion, only if they were found to bring about the 
cognitions of two objects, and so long as they are not found to give rise 
to any cognitions of ‘Classes’ (as also of Individuals), they cannot form 
the objects of the present discussion 

I Objectzon “Even Verbs cannot rightly form the subjects of the 
“present discussion, because the denotation of verbs will be dealt with 
“in detail, in the beginning of the Second Adhydya, where we have a 
“‘ detazled consideration of the question——‘ whatis Bhdva ?’ (Bhéava=to be, 
“being the general name given to the denotation of verbs), and as 
“the true denotation of verbs has to be duly ascertained 1n detail, in that 
“ place, 1t 1s not night to take 16 up on the present occasion ” 

To this we make the followimg reply (1) What we have to deal with 
in the second Adhyaya, ıs the ‘ Bhava,’ which 1s the name given to the 
denotations of the Affizes, while what we are going to consider now is the 
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denotation of the rstas theraselves (2) Oi, even trough the denota- 
tion of the Afines have tc be avcertaine:! there, we may now consider 
whether that dero ation eorsi3t- of the Cless or the Individual (3) The 
fact of the rrot ‘uap? cod the ine derot..+ the ewerrfice, &e, that will 
be put forward sy the 2h. «ya in the Second Adhydya, 18 only by way 
of an explanation of what i. d: iy eccertaincd in the present Adlokaana, 
(4) Or, even with vegard to the denolations of the roots ‘yagi, Ee , 1b 18 
oply proper that we shout’ consider whether the cenotations of these 
appearing im ve be, co -i3 of the Clays or of the Individual (5) In 
reality, hereva (bi ca vestion tia ai: to ou deas with 1a tle Second 
Adhyaye w aruo whaethe tie transcendental res it (of the » crifice) 
proceeds from whet 19 sig) ied by the verbs (m the Injunctions, . ould 
sacrifice’ de} ar from tie materials, dce, (Soma eud the uke) therem 
spoken off Awl whateyw r else 1. to be eaplaired there is ou); by way 
of supplecurivg the smi” vest o 

Thus then, at with :egarc to the truly expressive Verbs ari Nouns, 
that we presse] -o consuder v heti er they denvte Ciasses or Incl. viduals. 
A dount ou this port has tive. cur minds, on account of the reage of 
vords, wit thea corprehe"sion by the people poirtme equally to both 
(Class adi Deas dug , and + 20.07 renunk of grammetical works (notably 
the Mor beyran baime onani osc ta hoth the theories 

TP Doe few Samta prop es aay tarthe:, 16 must be explamed, 
“whe! trusestioa dh oy anot +a, r ther with the subject-matter of 
“the aduvera (wont aiji tic weir of knowmg Dharma), or with 


‘tha, o° che present Pat oy... s+) ving with the base aathouity of 
“the wate” 


fivgly Toe presint creas. ' offshoot ot the treatmen: of the 
authuiiy of pivunave £ Sarl, aeons of whe h the correctness of a 


WOrd havang pern useer’s ued, itis of] nateral te yass on to the cons 
siderptum v? the raaninyg ofth. rod 

“But ibas notora the tom + 4) uostas 1z0e-rtaned that its meaning 
“should be age: Lamued, terrinas 3] the meaning is kaown the correct- 
“ ness of the word ennnot bo pgeesta ory”? 

Even thouga tie meaning of a vord has not been thoroughly as- 
certained, as to whether it 15 in the torm of the Class or the Individual, 
its correctness can be very well ascertained , and hence we now proceed to 
consider the natrre of the meaning It 18 only until the word has been 
known to have forme meaning thai i comectness cannot be ascertained , 
and cerlainiy an ascertainment of tne corrertness of a word does not 
depend upon out duly ascertaming as to whether its meaning 1s m the form 
of a Class or an Individual 


Ur, at may be that the anthorulative character of all grammatical 
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Sauti having been laid divn Ina previews Adhizarina, it is with regard 
versallty of ther anthorty tust the vresent Adhikman raises 
a qaeston, And eons te ta eonelasion tunat the eraumatice] Sarti whieh 
speaxs of the Fudividan’ us fomumurg tia denctition of a word, cannot be 
aerentel as corree’, ber sise suchen se rtion being Impossibie, ean have 
no authoritative oasis iin the Vedan sz hones ou this point even a gram- 
matical meti ennot be aerepted kN a Tu this manner, the 
present Adhikarans wou'd be lazing down an exeeption to the authority of 
Smrt..; and thus is would be quite u conuection wita the subject-matter 
of the Adhydya and the PAde, as ais with tha foregoing disenssion, 

Til. Olpection: “Even if the ward be aiwitted to be denotative of 
“the Class, all Injunetivas and Prohibitions would refer only to the 
“Individuals sieni fion by ibe words (eontrine in theraj: and as such what 
“is the use of the present divenssinn 7" 

Fogy. Taoug.. itis trae that there is no difference among m onle, in the 
interpretation of the Piohibitions an! tho Tniuanetions contiined in the 
Veda jwhich are aiwayy takea viui recerevce to Individuals), yet a 
discussion like ihe prestpt would seve n nsefnl purpose in ordinary 
parlance, where it is said. © mva ihe cus tr uno B.dAmannar, but takra to 
Kauadiaya’; where i? works were adie? ed io ue denvulative of Individuals, 
the werd ‘Brahrera’ ecsuld bo arewsrd en Genoting the Individual 
Brahmena Kaundiuya, who woald tuas enre to be given both the curd and 
the fakra; while when tie word * Brabmana’ is accepted as denotative of 
the Class only, it coald point te Kansdinya only by indirect indication, 
which would be set aside in favour of the direct donotation of the word 
‘Kaundinya’ itself (and Kaundinya would, in this case, receive the takra 
only, which was meant by the person jsecing the instruction). 

Asa matter of fact, however, in the Veda too, in the case of the 
passages enjoining the washing of the Corn, there is a certain difference (in 
the true denotation of the word ‘ crf/i’) as also in the case of the passage 
that lays down the offering of ‘Dadni.’ For instance, if the word ‘corn’ 
(‘vrikt’) be accepted to be denotative of any individual corn, the wash- 
ing would come to apply to evea an ordinary coru (not to be used at 
the sacrifice); because the waskisg is restricted to the sacrificial corn only 
by means of the order of prioxımiry of the word ‘Corn’ with the ‘Sacrifice’; 
whereas it is found to be applicable to the ordinary corn, by the direct 
denotation of the word ‘Cornu’; and certainly Direct Denotation must 
always set aside any order of Proximity. On the other hand, if the word 
‘Corn’ be admitted to be denotative of the Class only, then in that case, 
the case of the sacrificial corn alone being the object of washing would be 
much stronger than that of any ordinary corn; becanee. while the latter is 
pointed out only indirectly by the direct denotation of the Class ‘Corn’ 
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which includes the ordinary corn also, the latter is pointed out both by the 
said order of Proximity and the Direct Denotation of the Class ‘Corn,’ 
which is found to mhere, in its entirety, ım the sacrificaal corn also So 
also in the case of the offering of Dadhı, the word ‘ Dadhz’ could refer 
to the sacrificial Dadh as well as to any ordinary Dadhz, and it is only 
when the word ıs held to be denotative of the Class, that the offering 
spoken of directly by the word ‘Juhotz’ would come to refer to the sacri- 
ficial Dadhs only These arguments could be applied to many other 
instances of Vedic Injunctions and Prohibitions. And hence we conclude 
that the present discussion being found to serve many useful purposes, we 
must take ıt up for due consideration, 

IV Objection . “ All that 1s considered here having already been dealt 
“with, in the Tarkapada (Clokavartika—chap. on ‘ Akrt:’), 1t 18 scarcely 
“ proper to start the same question over agam.” 

Reply: (1) In the Turkapada all that has been done 1s merely to lay 
down the proposition that 1t isthe Class that ıs denoted by words, and the 
present Admkarana serves to bring forward the arguments in support 
of that proposition And even the Bhashya has said (towards the 
close of the section Akrit: in the Tarkapdda) that the reasons in support 
of the proposition will be explained “later on” (and this can only be 
taken as referring to the present Adhikarana). (2) Or it may be that 
in the Tarkapé da ıt 1s only the exwtence of Class that has been establish- 
ed, while in the present Adhikarana, we seek to establish the fact of its 
being denoted by the word, and though ats denotation has been spoken 
of on the previous occasion, yet on that occasion, 1t was only taken as 
granted and not duly discussed (which 1s done in the present Adhbikarana), 
(3) Or even if the previous section may have explained the fact of 
words being denotative of the Class, with a view to prove the existence 
of sach a thing as Class,—yet the question, as to whether the Individual 
18 denoted by a word or not, has not been considered there, and the 
present Adhikarana may be taken as serving the distinctly useful purpose 
ot proving that Individuals are not denoted by words. 


O 


And with a view to introduce the said discussion, we begin with the 


consideration of 
ADHIKARANA (A)— 


which deals with the question, as to the words found in the Veda, and 
the objects denoted by them, bemg the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
or different from them? Itis only if the words ın the Veda and the 
objecte denoted by them are the same as those in ordinary parlance, that 
there zan be any digouasion as to the denotation of a word , because 1f they 
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be different, there would be no doubt as to the tine denotation of words 
(which would be found in the Veda to signify Individuals) , and there would 
be no occasion for the discussion that follows, specially as all busimess 1s 
carried on with regard to concrete objects, there would be no use wasting 
time over the pure denotations of words, hence the present discussion 
cannot be held to be propounded for the sake of the ordinary business of 
the world It ıs only in the case of the Veda, that the words and the 
objects denoted by them bemg recognised to be the same (as those in 
o1dinary parlance), our cognition of the meanings of words could help us 
to differentiate what 1s directly denoted by them, and what is ouly in- 
directly indicated Forif the words in the Veda were totally d-freient 
from those ın ordinary parlance, then, whenever we would come ac.oss & 
Vedic passage, we would not be cognisaut of therr forms or signification , 
and these being totally unknown, there could be no doubt in on: minds, 
with regard to the denotation of these words Therefore for the sake of 
ascertaining the nature of the meaning that ıs cognised, 1t 1s necessaly, 2 
the first instance, to establish the fact of the words in the Veda and the 
objects denoted by them being the same as those ın ordinary parlance. 

Otjectwn “ Thisidentity of the word has been already clearly establish- 
“ed under Sutra L—1—20, where ıt has been shown that the word bemeg 
“always recognised to be the same, the mere fact of 1ts being pronounced 
“ot different times does not constitute a difference im the word itself, 
“and thus ıt 1s found that there can be no othe: reason for the said identity, 
‘except such recognition of the word, all other arguments that may be 
“brought forward in support of this identity would be only aumliary to 
“the aforesaid Recognition And hence no further discussion on the 
& point ıs necessary ” 

Reply (1)Whbat has been established under Sätra I—~i—201s that ın all 
oidinary human utterances, the word * Cow’ ıs always the same, and 
hence ıt 1s only proper that we should now establish the fact of all Vedic 
words being identical with those in ordinary parlance (2) It has not 
been explained there why the fact of words ım the Veda bemg spoken of 
of as ‘ Vedic,’ ın contradistinction to those m ordinary parlance which are 
described as ‘ worldly,’ cannot be taken as pointing to a difference between 
them, and itis this that we proceed to considernow. (3) Even though the 
identity of the word may have been established under the said sūtra, yet the 
present Adhikarana cannot be said to be a mere repetition, because what 
is considered here ıs whether the denotations (of the word ‘ Cow’ as found 
in the Veda and as used in ordinary parlance) are identical And it is 
only when the identity of the denotation has been established, that there 
can arise a question as to whether the Class or the Individual 1s denoted 
by the word, which question can have nothing to do with the identity of 
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whe «ord wd henee the present discussion :4 absolutely necessaz; as 
arch armar to sne man pun ut the Adh.kazana) 
mado: ihis subiect, these arises a doubt im ont maud, because the 
Seat ec laps ulfy Weed iu fue "cola being spcken of as ‘ Vedic’ im cont a- 
atin yo o the ‘awdi’ voids, pomis to the fact of there being 
ui .enee det vee? the ren carcses of words, while as a matte: of act 
u veito 14 tag Veja we always recognised to be the same as those m 
aran ' onilar ce 
ac giois point, we ha @ tue following— 


PIRVAPAKSHA 


T'e words used n t's Veda, and the objects denoted by t em, 
ey, lifeceut “roa throwin oulinary parlauce, (1) because we per oive 
far eginal detfaence it thes names, in tle Noans used in them, ir tao 
i amuatiesal pesanplyrg io them, in accertuation and pronunciation a d 
' a leletous uid molt atien, of lettere aud syllables, (2) because we 

hie gton die ordinarily snosn words used in the Veda, together with 
Wasel y orde at Seen’? fyi ia? and tehke, which are distinctly diffe ent 
Shon var words 11 orders asage, (3) becouse certain points of | 110 
are “aa wow as anht te, the studying of Vedic words, (4) because 
“eho fae. sand the romos are forbidden to utter Vedie words, and 5} 
*oeciad we nd even words as ‘ Agrabala’ and the hke signif-ing 
‘dite oly diferent objects (in the Veda and in ordinary parlance),—11 t 10 
“Weua it bung used in the sense ot freed, while in ordinary usage 1b 
“means ‘tle boise’s han’? 

“The Bhashya nas also cited the word ‘Agni’ as having in the 
“WVeda—in the passage ‘Agri kiled the Vritzas ’—a meaning (vrtna- 
“Aidla afferent from that in ordinary parlance But this ıs not ngat, 
“lecause a difference in the action does not alter the actor (2e, tho: gh 
“Acn: may be said to have killed the Vrttras, yet that does not neces- 
“sa'y make Agni something other than the Agni that burns) Speci idly 
“as the fact of Agni being the ‘ Vrttra-killer’ ıs expressed (not by tue 
“worl ‘Agu’ «tself, but) by the meaning of the words contained in the 
“ sentence {quoted above), and how can that which 1s not expressed Ly 
“a wod be said to be denoted by the word ‘Agni’? And then soo 
“there is no means of ascertaining whether Agni really killed Vrtira 
“o: not, and as such how can the mention of an unreal action make us 
“ behave the Asn: to be different (from the ordinary Agni)P And furthe:, 
“the object expressed by the word ‘ Vstira,’ as well as the verb (‘ Jangla- 
“ wat ) bemg qute unknown in ordinary parlance, how can the passage in 
‘ giestion make us cognise the character of ‘ Agni’ as belonging to the 
“skiller (of Vrttia)’P Now cau the passage be taken as laying down a 
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AS EXPLAINED B° ‘HE VARTIKA ar 


‘new signification of the wod ‘Agni’ ‘as that which killed the Writias 
“.s denoted by the word‘ Agni’), because 16 1s ın the form of a pure 
“.thavaéda in praise of Agni, and also because the passage cinnct ve 
‘taken as describing a real action of Agm, as will be explaincd by tne 
“ Bhashya under the Devutaidhiharaaa of tne Ninth Adhyaya 

“For taese reasons, the words val should be quoted as showing a 
“difference between the meanings of ords in the Veda and in ordinary 
‘parlance, are ‘ Truri, &e , which ti. the Veda) means nunefuld (wiule m 
“ordinary usage it means threefold) 

“in connection with the above-mentioned passage‘ Aunu-t ioin 
‘janghanat ’—the Bhashya has said inas this pomts to ‘another torta ot 
‘the word Agni’, but this 18 scaiceiy correct, as a difference in tre 
'* property or aciion of the object deacted does not make any diftereace in 
“the form of the word itself 

*Theretore the diference betwee. the forms of Vedio aad ordinary 
* words must be held to be based upor the differences of accensuatina, <., 
‘as explaimed above, aud not upoa ai; differences in tues signifiuat.ons 
‘Ang thas we find that there is a distinct difference setween e sad 
‘used in the Veda and the objects si, arSed by them oa the one haud aud 
‘those used and expressed in ordinar” pailance on the othe: ” 
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In 1eply to the above, we have the tullowmg — 
SIDDHANTA (A) 


The words used ın the Veda anc wu cır meanings are the same as those 
in ordinary parlance (1) Because i: ze were notso, the whole of the 
Veda would become absolutely unauthoiitative, as its authority would be 
fully shaken by the fact ofits meaning being unknown, and this non-recog- 
nition of the meaning of Vedic passages would lead to the contingencies 
that there would be no such Vedic actions as the Agmhotra and the like, 
and there could be no Vedic Injunctions, because the Injunctive afhxes 
in the Veda could not signify Injunct.on (because they have this signiica- 
tion in o1dinary parlance) Nor does the Veda lay down the use of words 
in any sense other than the ordimazily known ones, because ıb has been 
shown above that the relationship (between words and then meanings) is 
not fixed by scriptures, (and hence these would be no means of ascertain- 
ing what any word means in the Ved:, if the ordinary meaning weie not 
accepted ). 

(2) (a) The form of a word as used in the Veda 1s distinctly found 
over and over again to be non-difterent from the same as used in ordinary 


45 


dod IANA VARJIKA ADH I—PpabA II—ADHI (Ga; A tlbh, 


parlance (as ıs pointed out by the clause ‘ clisbhagat in the sta) Or 
(L) the ‘non-difference’ ({ri:bh@qa) spoken of may be taken as pointing out 
the fact that whenever the word ‘ Cow’ 1s uttered, we have always the same 
cugnition of the class ‘Cow’ (whether the word be fouud in the Veda 
or m ordinary usage) Or (c) 16 may be taken ag pointing to the non- 
difierence of the :ules of pronunctation, &c, as appertaming to the Veda 
aud to ordiuary parlance 

(3) In no way can the word, as found in the Veda, and its meaning he 
held to be different from those ın ordinary pulance, because it 13 only 
when they are accepted to be identical that the fact commonly recognised 
by all saciificers ıs not contradicted (As all persons that perform the 
sacrifices laid down m the Veda accept the words that they meet with in 
Vedic passages to have the same meaning that they have in ordinary 
parlance) 

(4) The Mimans& supplhes the only means of ascertaining the tiuc 
meanings of the words in the Veda, and m Mimānsā we do not find the 
foct of the words in the Veda being called ‘Vedic’ ın contradistinction 
to ‘woildly’ accepted as poiating to any actual difference between the 
words themselves 

Thus then, the words being actually recognised to be the same m 
both cases, the only difference in then forms that can be perceived, as 
also the fact of one beng named ‘ Vedic’ and the othe: ‘ worldly,’ must 
be accepted as due to the differences in accentuation, &e And as there 1s 
no question as to the accentuntwu 1u the Veda being different (the point at 
wssue bing the difference in the word), what 1s the use of bringing forward 
this difference on the present occasion ” 

(1) Then as for the words ‘staru,’ ‘yt#pa’ and the hke, peculiar to 
the Veda, the mere fact of a few such words in the Veda bemg different 
from any words in oidimary usage, cannot prove all words in it to be so 
differeut, specially as such difference 13 actually demed by the duectly 
perceptible recognition of the words being the same in both cases. (2) 
As for the fact of only certain times being laid down as fit for the 
study of Vedie words, and that of its utterance being prohibited for the 
Cidsa, these, as laid down directly m Vedic sentences, are properties 
appeitaining to the utterance of Vedic words, as are also the methods of 
accentuation, aud none of tl ese can point to any difference in the words 
themselves (3) As for the difference ın the meanings of such words as 
© terwbala’ and the hke (as found m the Veda and in oldinary usage) 
there are only a few of such differences, distinctly laid down m certam 
passages of the Veda, and the difference of these cannot justify any 
assertion of such difference m the case of all other words, whose meanings 
ait accepted as known ordinarily (and tor whom uo different meanings are 
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laid down in the Veda itself) (4) In the case of the passage— the cows 
of the gods walk upon then backs’ (which has been quoted as pomting tu 
the fact of the meaning of the word ‘Cow’ being different fiom the 
ordinary cow)—1t 1s not found to lay down the fact of the character of the 
cow to belong to certain animals walking on their backs, and hence mas- 
much as any such animals are absolutely 1mpossible, and the meaning of 
the word ‘ Cow’ is not cognised as anything different fiom the ordimary, 
and as the passage itself ıs found to be supplementary to another Injurc- 
tion, 1t cannot but be taken as a mere Ar thavaida 

Thus then, 11 no way do we perceive any difference between the 
two classes of words, and hence we conclude that the words and then 
meanings that have been explained before, in connection with ordinary 
usage, must be accepted to be the same in the Veda also 
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ADHIKARANA (Bì) 


And now, we pioceed to take up the question, to which the ahw- 
discussion leads us,—namely, does the denotation of a word consist of the 
Class, or of the Individual, or of both ? 

There are various alternatives on this point, and in order to remove 
all misconceptions with regaid to it, we again proceed to show them 
Whenever the word ‘Cow’ 1s uttered, ıt 15 found to give rise to the ideas 
of seven things the Class, the Individual, their Relationship, the 
Aggregate of these, a particular Gender, Case, Number, and the Word itselt 
In this mauner there are eight alternatives with regard to each of these 
two For instance, ısıt the Class that ıs denoted by the word, or the 
Individual, or both, o: eachof them alternately, or both together, or the 
Class qualified by the Individaal, or the Individual qualified by the Class ¢ 
In the same manner we would have as many alternatives, between the Class 
and the Relationship, the Class and the Aggiegate, the Class and the 
Case, the Class and the Number, the Gender and the Class, and so forth , 
also with 1egard to each of them as taken all along with all othe1s,— 
thereby we come to have alternatives six times eight (or forty-eight) in 
number, and yet many other combinations being possible, the number of 
alternatives becomes endless 
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In the Pérvapaksha, the Bhashya has mentioned only four of these 
alternatives Does the word signify—(1) the Class by itself, or (2) the 
Individual by itself, or (3) the Individual qualified by the Class, or (4) 
the Class qualified by the Individual? And these should be taken as 
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orlu aug ell the othe: alternatives, and as all these are set aside by 
means of the same arguments, they have not been all pointed out im 
Actal And hence at fist we take up for consideration only two of the 
sire nati res— Does the word denote the Class or the Individual ? 

‘be giound of doubt on this po.nt has been explained by the Bhashya 

hus x ainyapratyayadoyaktaw ca kiiydsambharfié (because the cognition 
ws bat of the Class, while the action thatis lud down can pertain to the 
inaiy.dual) But thas 1s not quite correct, because the Individual is otten 
tod to be cognised, aud hence ıb is not quite correct to speak of the 
Class ag being the cognised in all cases Fo: if the Individual were never 
cognised (by means of the word), there could be no question as to whether 
iv 18 denoted by the word or not Noi can the fact of the action appe2tain- 
ua to the individuat serve as a reason for accepting it to be denoted by 
tue sord 

“ene we must acceps the ground of doubt to be as we have ex- 
niana before, namely that, inasmuch as both Usage and Cognition are 
.ourd to apply commonly to the Class and the Individual, and as gram- 
raatieal works are fouad to lend special support to the Individual-theory, 
tbe. uavurally arises a doubt as to which is to be accepted as the real 
de .o' vlion of the word. 

D., the Bhashya may be construed in the following manne: when a 
word is uttered, (1) there 1s a ‘SAmdnyupratyaya,’ 1 e , common recoynition of 
the VUlass as well as the Individual, and (2) ub is on the Individual 
( vyu} tuw, ) as also w the Class (this bemg indicated by the particle ‘ ca’) 
thau Actious—such as fetching, touching, building of the altar n the shape 
of the Cyéna, and the hke—are found to be capable of appertaiming 
(hence there naturally arises a doubt as to the real denotation of the 
word) Or, the meaning of the Bhashya may be explained thus ‘ Saméa- 
nyap aiyayal “=because we have a cognition of the Class (Samdnya) as also 
of the Individual, and ‘ Kriydsambhavat’ ıs to be taken in the same way 
as before 


The Bhashya next starts the question— What ıs the Class, and what 2s 
the Individual ? 

Some people object to this question ‘ Why should this question be 
started over again, when the character of the Class has already been ex- 
plaimed ın the Tar kapada ?” 

This objection does not affect the case Because (1) the question 
may be taken as put by one who has not quite understood the nature of 
the Class as explained before Or, (2) there being a doubt as to the true 
signification of the word, on account of its bringing about a cognition of 
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and Actions, this including all the lower genera therein contained, (2) 
or the word ‘commonality’ may be taken separately with each of these 
(Substances, Properties and Actions), the Classes meant being the three 
classes of ‘Substance,’ ‘ Property’ and ‘Action’, as there is no business 
pettaining to the summum genus ‘Being’, (3) or, on account of the word 
‘mātra, the Classes meant may be all the Classes known in the world— 
from the summum genus ‘ Being’ down to the smallest Class in existence 

The Individual ıs explained by the Bhaéshya as—‘ asddha@ranavicésha 
cyaktih’, and in this the compound ‘ asddhGranavigéshah’ must be taken 
28 Bahuerihi,—the meaning of the Bhiashya being that thai which has a specific 
peculiarity rs the Induwidwal And ıt cannot mean that the Indiwidual con- 
sists of the specific peculiarities themselves (the said compound being ex- 
plained as Karmadhii aya), because in a subsequent chapter, the Bhashya 
distinctly speaks of the Lndividual as the receptacle of (and as such 
something different from) the peculiarities, and also because we have cer- 
tain Smtr texts that point ont the Individual to be different from the 
peculiarities 

Hence we conclude that ıt is only 1:ght to start the question as to 
whether the word denotes the Class o: the Indisidual 


armyan 


And on this pomt we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


‘We conclude that ıt ıs only the Individual that is denoted by the 

‘ word, (1) because 16 139 only when the word siguities the Individual, 
“that we canhaveany Injunction of such actions (Sūtra 30) as killing, wash- 
“ang, cutiing aud so forth, which would be absolutely impossible if words 
‘sionified the Class, (2) because it 1s only then that we can have even 
“ordinary directions m the world, such as—‘ Dévadatta, drive the cows,’ 
“and the lıke, (3) because only im that case could we have the various 
Numbers and Cases of Nouns, that is to say, if the Individual were 
‘denoted by the word, then alone could we have such expressions as 
‘ Vo hshau, Vi kshabhyam, &e , where we have the Dual number, and the In- 
“strumental Case, in addition tothe Noun, as for the Class, 1t 1s only one, 
“ond as such no Numbeu, dual or plural, could pertain to 1t, nor (being 1m- 
“ material) can ıt have any Cases belonging to it, and hence if the Class 
“ were accepted to form the denotation, such expressions as ‘ V? kshat,’ and 
“t Wi kshabhyim’ would be absolutely impossible, (4) and hence if the 
‘““dnect devotation of a word consisted of the Class, ıt would be necessm y 
‘in the case of each sentence, to accept an induect Indication (of the 
“ word) pointing to the Individual, and hence all Vedie passages would 
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both the Individual and the Class, the question may be taken as meku 
an enquiry as to which portion of the Cognition (p.oduced by the sord) 
consists of the Individual, and which of the Class? Or (3) the euctor 
may be taken as put ironically—the meanmg beme this whe: es > 
maer of fact, we do not perceive anything other than the bodies 3° 11- 
individual cows grey and the like, wherefore should there be any s'ia 
tion made between the Class and the Individual? Or, (4) all dwerss o 
eug for the sake of some business, even though the Class be denoted b, 
he wo l, masmuch as all actious are found to appertaia to the Tad widua! 
(and as such all purposes being served by accepting the Individual te be 
‘enoted by the word), there can be no use of any discussion ag to wuat i 
the denotation of the word But as the sūtra 1s actually found to be talt- 
ing great pains 1a the consideration of the question, .. appears thal juers 
does exist some such thing as Class, apart from the Individuals, (anc 
aence 16 1s only natural that we should consider the cvestion as to + ba 

‘s Shis Olass and what the Individual) 

In isply to the above question, the Bhishya sexs Diaryegi m 
Vd Rinks sdmiryamibam jatuh—( Class ıs the commonality of S bs? 2220, 
Properties and Actrons) 

A mere explanation of the form of tho Class sirves to satsfy tio © 
persons that bad put the question either: from ignorance, or fror ‘un, 
while for one who nad put it out of spite, we offer the following ezrin 
vion Though the Class is ot perceived as anything totally differen: fio. 
the Individual, yet at the time that we perceive certain ids vidua: 
cows, the grey one and the like, we have an idea of a certain characte: 
that 13 common to all the various imdividua!s perceived, as hes bec. 
shown im the Turkupéda, and it is this commoncliy that constitutes the 
Class, and that which is othe: than this (ve, that which 1s peeubag fc 
each cow) is the Individual 

This explanation of ‘Class’ in the Bhashya docs not serve citer ke 
assert the existence of the Class, or to bring forward proofs for >t exis- 
vence, 16 only serves to distinguish the Class from the Indivruis.’ Itag 
with a view to this that we have the word ‘m@tra’ (mere), tor -? mere 
distinction from the Individual were not meant, tui; word wovid have 
been superfluous 

If the question be taken as askmg what ıs the Class that ıs means to 
be something apart fiom the Individuals, then the answer may be taken 
as pointing out that the Class that we mean 1s the mere commonality of 
individual Substances, Properties aud Actions, and not anyth.ng totally 
different from the Individuals 

(1) And what is meant by this ‘commonality’ may be taken as the 
summum genus ‘Bemg,’ which 5 common to all Substances, Prope: ties 
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“ come to be taken in their mduect significations only , on the othe: hand, 
‘if the word be accepted to denote tle Individual, in all sentences, there 
“would be a duect co-extensiveness exactly as ım the expression 
“< Dévadatta ıs a man’ (and there would be no necessity of having 
“recourse to any indnect significatign), while in the Class-theory, it 
“ would be necessary even in such simple mstances to have recourse to 
“indirect Indication, and hence too, the Individual would come to be 
“acknowledged to be denoted by the word, (5) when we meet with such 
‘Vedic Injunctions as—‘one should hill the animal,’ we proceed to 
“carry on the subsequent business with the Tongue, Heat, &c, of the 
“ndaidual animal that is killed, and not with the whole Class‘ animal’, 
(6) and again, all actions stind 1m need of certain substances , and 
“hence 1f the words ın an Injunction were accepted to be denotative of 
“the Individual, then alone could the Injunction Le found to lay down 
‘something that 13 needed, not otherwise, (7) the Individual being a 
‘definite entity (acknowledged by all of us), that alone, and not the 
“ Class, can be tightly accepted as being denoted by a word And 
‘fo. all these reasons, we conclude that it 1s the Individual that 13 denoted 
“by the word 
“Some people might ask—-‘ Why should we not accept both the 
‘Individual and the Class to be denoted by the woad? That would be 
“qute in keeping with usage and comprehension’ This cannot be, 
“ because this would involve the assumption of a manifold potency in the 
‘ word, which is not allowable, specially as the comprehension of the one 
“(the Class) can very well be explained as being due to the intimate 
‘ ielationship that it bears to the othe: (the Individual), and hence we 
‘ must accept the Individual to be denoted by the word. 

“It may be asked—‘ How then do you explam the idea of com- 
“monalaty that we have?’ We can explain this as brought about by its 
= relationship to the Individuals 

“Tt may be argued that—‘ when we actually find that an action 315 
“ other wise 1mpossible, then alone can this Apparent Inconsistency justify 
«our accepting the Individual to be denoted by the word, whereas in 
‘all othe: cases inasmuch as ıb is the Class that 18 coguised first, we 
‘must hold the word to be denotative of the Class’ This cannot be, 
“ because this too would necessitate the assumption of manifold poten 
‘cies in each word, and as, in that case, the denotation being always 
‘ uncertain, the true meaning of an Injunction would always remain 
* doubtful 

“Some people argue thus ‘One who holds an Individual to be 
+ denotcd by the word, can have no ground for apply ing that word to any 
‘other Individual’ But there 1s uo such real dih ulty as there is 
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‘alvaya such mround availatie iu the shape of the fact of the one 
“ Individual belong.az to the same Class as the other. 

“There 18 a difficulty in the Bhashya here Having started the 
* guestion— hoi then do we have an ıdea of commonality’ ?—the Bhashya 
“ yeplies—' the Clase would serve us the mark °? But the reply 1s guite 
o a:elevant because what was warted to be known was the reason for 
‘ the udea of commonality, while wnat the reply points out is the ground 
“for applying tue same word te mary Individuals! Theretore we must 
“take the Bhishya here to be elupt.cal, explaining 1t thus Question (1) 
€ m How then do we have an idea of commonality? Answer— Through th 
“yol ubwunsnip it bears to the dIuduilinals? Question (2)-——' Bui how s the 
“sone word applicable to another Into cduat 2?’ Anuswei—! Phiough the Claas 
* which serves as the mark (common to all of them)’ Or, we may explain 
“the Bhashya inthe following mevner Bemg asked—‘ How then do we 
Lave an idea of commonality *'—the Pirvapakshi, finding himseit une 
“able to absulitely deny the saw idea of commonality, seeks reiuge in 
‘ the theory thet the word dernte. wae dadiiduat quatipen by the Class, 
‘che mex u: of the word’ +, . ? being qualefcation, and the vt asago 
“o aw hecaaabhile lLhivshyan; meosuing that the Cluse (communally) 
t could he iecugi o eu wc che quatifi utu» of the Individual 

H Phos then sver the ri» os «otamonahty cannol be urged Av etass 
“iin dadividuagha.c theory emna /a consiude that the denotat! v’ a 
“wond eousists o bhe Indivicae’, +ther Ly ilsell, or as qualified Ly she 
* Cinrss 

* And if ue only then that s+ san accept the number ‘ siz in the 
“ sentence ‘six cows ’=-to belong tu the cows (Sätra 31) 

‘‘ And also w the case of the (r;unction that,—if tho animal kept for 
‘a suemice hepnens to be lost we should obtain another of the same 
‘ goloar—unless we accept the worl ‘animal’ to denote the ind: /:daal 
“arrnal, the «ord ‘anothe:’ ovid not point to another anwnvl, nor 
“would ıt be possible to speak uf this another as being ‘of the same 
“eolou.’ Because 1f the whole Class ‘Animal’ were denoted by the 
“word ‘Animal’, the one anima: would be as much an animal as the 
‘other, anu hence even 1f another animal had to be fetched, ıt would 
“not be another (but the same Animal), nor can the Class be said to 
“be ‘of the same colour’ (as the former animal). And hence we con- 
“ clade that ıt ıs the Individual that is denoted by the word.” 
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To all this we make the following reply :— 


SIDDHANTA (B). 
(as explained in the Dhiishya.) 


It can never be that the Individual is denoted by the word; as it is 
the Class that is denoted by it; because we meet with such passages as— 
‘ Gyénacitam cinvita,’ where the two meanings that could be possible are— 
{1) ‘one shonld build up a particular Cyéxa bird,’ or (2) ‘he should build 
the Class Cyéna.’ ) 

But as for the Individual Cyéna bird, any number of bricks vould not 
build up any such bird; specially as we cannot build up a bird even with 
the arteries and tendons taken out of a dead bird; and thus the mention 
of ‘ bricks’ precludes all possibility of the making of a live bird; and we 
would also have to assume a certain purpose for the building of a bird 
out of brick and mortar; in which case we would have the further dis- 
advantage of having to take the word ‘ cinvifa’ in a figurative sense (ie. 
of preparing, instead of making); and lastly, such an intepretation would 
involve a breach of the grammatical law ‘ Karmanyagnya&khyayam’ 
(Panini ITI—ii—12) explained above, And hence the passage cannot be 
taken to mean that one should make, by the building, a Cyéna bird. 

In the same manner, (1) it is equally impossible to build up the 
Class ‘Cyéna’ with bricks and mortar, as it is created by God alone; (2) 
such an interpretation would necessitate the assumption of some purpose 
forthis making of the Class; (3) and also the taking of the word ‘cinvifa’ 
in a sense not ifs own; and (4) this would also involve a breach of the 
grammatical rule quoted above. Hence the passage cannot be taken even 
to mean that one should make the Class ‘Vyéna.’ 

Thus then, the only resource left to us is to take the passage to 
mean that by the building (collection of bricks) one should make an altar of 
the shape of the Gyéna bird. In this case it is impossible for the altar to 
be made similar to any particular Gyéna bird; and we cannot make it 
similar to all the individual birds ; specially as it is absolutely impossible 
to ascertain the similitade of such birds as have not yet been born, or of 
those that are yet to be born; and it is only possible to make an altar 
having a shape that is common to the whole Class ‘Cyéna.’ Hence we 
conclude that the Class alone can be held to be denoted by the word. 

An objection is here raised: “ Why cannot the passage be taken 
to mean that one should build up the altar with the bodies of dead Cyéna 
birds, the compound ‘ Cyénacitam’ being taken as ‘ Gyéanatgcitam’ (the 
Instrumental Tutpurusha)” ? 

To this question, the Bhāshya replies that the word ‘ Gyéna’ is the 
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objective (and not the Instrument) But this is not correct In the 
passage itself the word ‘Cyéna’ has no wndependent signification of 1ts 
own, nor 1s 1t found to have the Accusative termination to itself, as this 
termmation appears after the whole compound ‘Cyénactta’, and as such 
3t cannot be taken as signifying the objective. Therefore we must make 
use of the aforesaid grammatical stra in denying the fact of the word 
‘Gyéna’ having an Instrumental signification The sira means that ‘ the 
kvip affix is added to the root cc when 1¢ 1s preceded by an olyectiwe noun, 
specially when the root cı signifies the alia: of sacrificial fire’, and as the 
root ‘c’ by itself cannot signify the altar, ıt ıs only the root ending in 
the kvip affix—as 1s possible only in snch compounds as ‘ Cyénactta’ 
(where the noun ‘Cyéna’ must be the objective, in order to make the 
particular affix kvp possible, in accordance with the above-quoted sitia) 
——that can be taken to mean the altar, and the word ‘Cyéna’ cannot be 
held to have any independent meaning of Itself (apart from the compound). 
And hence we must conclude that the word ‘ Gyéna’ eannot be taken to he 
in the Instrumental Case Even if the Instrumental Case were admitted, 
(1) there would be no rule by which we could have a compound, under 
the circumstances, (2) over and above this, we would have to assume the 
Instrumental case-endmg, which does not exist, (3) by assuming the 
(bodies of the) Gyéna birds to be the materials for making the altar, it 
would involve an abandonning of the bricks, which have been distinctly 
jad down as the material to be employed m the building, and (4) there 
would be a needless sinful slaughter of so many Cyéna birds, when there 
are other means of accomplishing the same thing Thus then, it bemg 
impossible for the word ‘ Cyéna’ to be taken m the Instrumental Case, we 
must take the passage to mean that one should build the altar similar ım 
shape to the Cyéna bud And as such an interpretation would be possible 
only if the word (‘Cyéna’) denoted the Class—as we have shown above— 
we must admit the Class to be denoted by the word. 

Objection . “ It 18 not so, the possibility of the single action of the 
“making of the altar cannot be accepted as sufficient reason for accept- 
“ing the Class to be the denotation of a word, specially as we have 
“already shown that there are many actions—lke killing, washing, &c , 
“ which would be possible, only 1f the Individual were accepted to be denoted 
“by the word. And as the passages laying down actions like these latter 
“are very many, while you have got only one passage in support of your 
“theory, ıb ıs far more reasonable to hold the word to denote the Indi- 
“vidual. If ıt be urged that—‘even ın accordance with the Class- 
“theory, ın the case of the Injunctions of such actions as washing and the 
“lake, we can have the Individual pointed out by indirect Indication,’— 
“we reply that ıt ıs far more reasonable to accept the Individual theory, 


IT IS THE CLASS THAT IS DENOTED BY THE WORD 363 


* and have recourse to indirect Indication in the single passage tieating of 
“the Cyéxa (while you have got to have recourse to it ım the case of 
“ many passages), and it is certainly far more reasonable to have recourse 
“to an mdırect signification ın one case than in many And as for the 
“Instrumental Tutpurusha (in ‘Cyénacita’) we can accept it, as being 
“absolutely necessary Fo: these 1easons (it being possible to take the 
“ passage to mean that one should make the altar of the bodies of Cyéna 
“ birds),—and because itis only when the word 1s accepted as denoting the 
‘Individual, that there can be different numbers and cases in connection 


“with Nouns,—we must conclude that a word always denotes the Indi- 
“vidual” 


In view of these objections we proceed to offer anothe: exposition of 
of the Siddhanta 

It is the Class that ıs denoted by the word Why? (1) Because it 
is the Class o1 Commonality that ıs cogmsed before (the Individual), 
{2) because a word 1s not found to give 11se to a mixed conception , and 
(3) because when the order ‘ bring the cow’ is given, the peison ordered 
brings any cow that he likes 

To explain these arguments—(1) when the word ‘‘Cow” 1s uttered, 
before we have an idea of any Individuals, ıt 1s the Commonality that 
we have an idea of, and when the form of this Commonality has been 
duly comprehended, then alone are the Individuals cognised Thus then, 
inasmuch as for the cognition of the Class there 1s no othe: means (save 
the word), while the cogmtion of the Individuals ıs actually brought 
about by the cognition of the Class, we conclude that the word denotes 
the Class 

(2) If the Individuals were denoted by the word, then, inasmuch as 
the individual cows are found to have various characters—snch as the 
variegated colom1, absence of horns, &c ,—the idea brought about by the 
word would be a mixed one (partaking of all these characters), while as a 
matter of fact we find the word giving rise to a single uniform conception 
(of the Commonality), and thus too we conclude that 1t 1s the Class that 
is denoted by the word 

(3) When a person is ordered to ‘ bring the cow,’ if no particular cow 
happens to be specially pointed out, either by the character of the work m 
hand or by the other concurrent circumstances, the person ordered 18 
found to bing in any common cow, and not any particularly specified 
cow, or all the cows in the wold If, however, the individual cow were 
denoted by the word, then the mention of the word ‘ Cow’ would have 
pointed to all the individual cows in the world, which would have to be 
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brought in by the person ordered, or he could bring in only that one 
particular cow which would be denoted by the word. But as a mattei of 
fact we find that he brings in any common cow, with the only 1estriction 
that it should possess the common characte: of the ‘Cow’ And hence too 
we conclude that the Class 1s denoted by the word 

If, however, the Individual be held to be denoted by the word, there 
could be only the followmg three alternatives (1) That all Individual- 
should be denoted independently by themselves, (2) or that the conglom- 
eration of all Individuals as qualified by a particular: Individual shoal 
be denoted, (3) or that only one particular Individual be denoted 

(J) Now, ıt ıs not possible for all Individuals to be denoted, (a) 
because that would necessitate the assumption of manifold denotatise 
potencies in the word, (b) because (the Individuals being transient) tie 
relationship between the word and its denotation would become transient , 
(c) because, the conception of all the Individuals being absolutely impo - 
sible, the full relationship of the word with its denotation would never be 
comprehended, and as such, there could be no usage of the word or any 
business carried on (such as the following of one another’s directions, &c |, 
as 1eferzing to many Individuals, the word ‘Cow’ would be always used 
in the Plural, like the word ‘eight’, and as such 1b would never be pos- 
sible to apply to ıt exthe: the Dual or the Singular number, (e) as the 
wiite colour cannot exist in all the Individual cows denoted by the word 
‘Cow,’ there could be no co-extensiveness (of the qualification and the 
qualified) in the expression ‘ white cow’, and (f) because im the case of the 
Vedic Injunction ‘one should sacrifice with the animal,’ as it would be 
impossible to perform a sauiifice with all individual animals, such Inyunc- 
tions, and thence the Veda, would lose all authority 

(2) Similarly too, 16 18 not possible to admit the Conglomeration of 
the Indiwiduals to be denoted by the word, (a) because in this case also 
ali the Individuals will have to be denoted, as forming the Conglomeration, 
and hence this theory too would be open to all the aforesaid six objections 
(b) bec anse such a theory would necessitate the assumption of a Conglom- 
eration apart fiom the Individuals, (c) as no usage is found to 
appertain to any such Conglomeration, the denotation of words would be 
absolutely useless (as the sole use of denotations les ım the accomplish- 
ment of usage), (d) the Umts forming the Conglomeration being all 
destructible, the Conglomeration would also be destructible, and hence 
the relationship of the word with its denotation would become transient, 
(e) the Conglomeration being one only, there would be no Plural or Dual 
Number im Nouns, (f) nor would there be any co-extensiveness between 
the quihfieation and the qualified, in the expression ‘ winte cow’, because 
the Conglomeration of all cows cannot be sud to be white , (g) the 
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Conglomeration being shapeless, no sacrifices could be performed with 
1t, aud that would shake the authority of all Vedic Injunctions 

(3) If a single Individual be held to be denoted by the word, then 
too,—(a) there would be a non-eternality of the relationship (of the word 
and its denotation) , (b) as ıt could not beascertamed which one particulan 
Individual is denoted, no business would be possible, (c) there could be 
no idea of Commonality, (d) Nouns could never have the Plural or the 
Dual number, (e) no use of the word ‘Cow’ could be possible, prior to 
the birth, and after the death, of the particular cow denoted, (f) the 
word ‘Cow’ giving rise to an idea of the ‘Cow’ 1m general, there can be 


no paiticula: reason for asserting that ıb is only this particular cow, and 
not that, which is denoted by the word 


We now proceeu to explain the text of the Bhashya 

If any particular cow were denoted, the word could never give us 
an idea of any other cow, and as such ıt could never be use? with 
reference to any other cow save the one held to be denoted, because at 
any othe: time, the particular cow denoted by the word on the former 
occasion would not be existing at the subsequent time, the one present at 
this time being totally different from the former Specially as the 
Individual 1s said to be free from all generic and specific properties, and 
apart from such properties, there 1s nothing ın the Individual, by which 
it could be referred to (by any word). 

Question “Just as one Individual ıs free from such generic and 
“ specific properties, so would also the second be free from them, and 
“ hence, just as the word 1s found to apply to the one Individual free from 
“such properties, in the same manner would ıt also be applicable to the 
“ other Individual, which 1s equally free from them If this other Indi- 
“ vidual had the foim of either the genus or the species, then alone would 
‘it be different ın character from the former Individual, and ın that case 
“ alone would the word be found mapplicable to1t As a matter of fact, 
“ however, both of them are found to be equally free from such forms, 
“ and as such the word would be equally applicable to both of them ” 

Answer If the application of the word to one Individual, as also to 
the other, be based upon the fact of their being free from generic and spe- 
cific properties, then this freedom itself would constitute their Commonality , 
and as such your explanation would be a tacit admission of our theory , 
and it seems you aie only opposed to the use of the word “Class ” 

Says the Pirvapaksht ‘ We do not mean that the word applies to one 
“ Tndividual, as also to anothei, on account of their freedom’ from generic 
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“and specific properties; all that we mean is that the Individual is 
“cognised in the form of a negation of all things that differ from it either 
“ in its generic or specific form. And in that case, how can our declaration 
“be said to be tantamount to the admission of the denotation of a com- 
“monalityP Because an Individual is the substratum of the generic 
“and specific properties, it caunot be these properties themselves. And 
“hence what we hold is that just as the word is found applicable to one 
“ Tndividual, which is different from generic and specific properties, so, 
‘in the same manner would it be applicable to another Individual also.” 

The Siddhdnti replies: If the word be applicable to Individuals on 
account of these latter being free from generic and specific properties, 
then in that case, the word comes to be denotative of a Commonality. 
And if there be no commonality, then one word cannot apply to two 
Individuals; because if a word were applicable to one Individual, without 
this latter having the commonality that belongs to another Individual 
denoted by the word, then the word ‘ Cow’ would be applicable to an 
individual horse also! And certainly this would be a too extensive use of 
the “pred! 

Says the Pirvapakshi: ~“It is not so; the application of all words 
“being independent of all commonality, their usage would be regulated by 
“actual usage; and as sach there could be no such absurd usage of 
“ words as you have pointed out.” 

The Siddkanti: If mere usage be held to regulate the application of 
words, then’ the word ‘Cow’ never yet having been been used with 
reference to the particular cow born to-day, this could not be spoken of 
as a ‘Cow.’ Thus then, if the application of words is regulated by usage, 
it becomes too limited; otherwise it becomes too extensive as shown 
above. Following this line of argument, the Bhashya says that the com- 
mou notion of the Cow would not apply to different Individuals—as that 
‘this is a cow’ and ‘that is a cow,’ and so forth; but this is not quite 
relevant to what just precedes it; hence this argument of the Bhashya 
must be taken along with (and in support of) the proposition that, ‘if the 
word denoted a particular Individual it could never be applied to any other 
Individual.’ 

Says the Pirvapakshi: “ But the application of words could be re- 
“ gulated by the denotative potencies of the words themselves; a word 
“applying, and being used with reference to that Individual which it may 
“be eapable of denoting; while if in regard to any Individual it had 
“no sach potency, it would not apply to it. And hence the word ‘cow’ 
“being capable of denoting the Individual Cows only, it is with reference 
“ to these only that the word ‘cow’ could be used.” 

But this too cannot regulate the application of words; because the 
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potentiality of a word cannot be ascertained before it has been used; and 
the cognition of the potentiality of a word would depend upon its usage ; 
and as such being itself non-existent at the usiug of the word, how could 
the cognition of the potentiality of the word regalate the application (and 
the usage) of the word? And farther, even though the persou addressed 
could ascertain the potentiality of the word from its use, how could the 
speaker himself know that the word ‘ cow ’ is applicable to the individual 
cow, and not to the individual horse? And he would be as liable to using 
the word ‘cow’ with reference to the horse as to the cov. 

The Pūrrapakshī : ‘‘ Why could we not have the application re- 
“ mulated by the Class,—the word ‘cow’ applying to all individuals, that 
“ would be found to be qualified by the class ‘cow’ (or generic character 
‘of the cow) ; while it would not apply to those not so qualified; and 
“thus it would not apply to the horse (which is not found to be qualified 
“by the generic character of the cow); and in this manner, the application 
“of all words would be very easily regulated.” 

True ; such a regulation would be possible ; but you have come to our 
way of thinking. Because unless tLe word ‘ Cow’ denotes the qualification, 
—the generic character of the cow,—how can the application of the word 
be restricted to the individual cow only.? And if this generic character be 
held to be previously denoted, it would be an admission of the denotability 
of the Class by the word. 


SORE EIA ORD 


The Parvapakshi now brings forward another argument: “ It is true 
“that the class is denoted ; but the fact is that it appears as the qualifica- 
“tion of the individual, occupying only a secondary position; while the 
“individual forms the primary element in the denotation of a word. 
‘None of us are very anxious to assert that both (the Class and the Indivi- 
“« dnal) are not expressed by the word. The fact is that some of us hold 
“ one thing (the Individual) to be the primary and other (the Class) the 
“ secondary denotation of the word; and hence has it been declared that 
«& ‘the individual constitutes the primary denotation of the word.’ Thus it 
“ig that the regulation of the applications of a word, the cognitions of 
“both the Class and the Individual, the possibility of such actions as 
“ killing, washing, &c.,—all become ex plicable.” 

To this, the other party makes the following reply: This is not pos- 
sible ; because if the Class be admitted to have been previously denoted by 
the word, the whole force of the word will have been taken up in this 
denotation, and it cannot be said to denote the Individual ; nor is it proper 
to admit the word to have more than one denotation, when the cognition of 
the Individual is capable of being otherwise got at, through its connection 
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with the Class (a cognition whereof ıs always found to pout to that of 
the Individual), because ıt ıs only by means of the Apparent Inconsis- 
tency (of the fact of the cognition of something being brought about by 
a word) that we admit a potentiality, ın that word, of expressing that 
thing, but in the case of the cognition of the Individual, we find that ıt 18 
got at by other means, and as such the Apparent Inconsistency having dıs- 
appeared, there can be no ground for postulating a potentiality, in the 
word, of denoting the Individual Nor are words always found to denote 
only one particular Class, as we actually find words like ‘ Aksha’ de- 
noting more than one Class (as 1t has many meanings) Invariable concomi- 
tance too, both negative and positive, ıs found to point to the fact of a 
word not denoting the Individual, for iustance, even when the word has 
not been uttered, the person who has known the Class (‘ Cow’) at once re- 
cognises the Individual , while even when the word has been pronounced, 
if the peison addressed has never known the Class, he is found incapable 
of having any idea of the Individual Hence we conclude that it 1s the 
Class that ıs denoted by the word. 


The Pi vapakshi puts forward another theory “ Why cannot we ad- 
“mut the denotation of the word to consist in the Class as qualified by the 
“ Indwidual ?” 

The propounding of this theory may be explained m varous Ways . 
(1) It may have been propounded as a combination of the two extreme theo- 
mies , and as such, m keeping with both usage and cognition (2) Or, ib 
may be that ıt has been put forward with the indirect motive of estab- 
lishing the Individualhistic theory, the chain of reasoning, in the mind 
of the piopounder, being somewhat hke this “The Siddhanti might, by 
“my putting forward this theory, be lulled into the belief that in this his 
“opponent admits the denotability of the Class, and hence, with a view 
“to explain the possibility of such actions as washing, &e , he might come 
“to admit of the denotability of the Individual also, though only as a 
“qualification , and thus having made him admit the denotability of the 
“Individual as qualifying the Class, ıt would become easy for me to lead 
“him on to my mam position, that 1t 1s the Individual, and not the Class, 
“that ıs denoted by the word ” 

But the Siddhdnti fully understands the trick, and replies accord- 
ingly If that be the case, the word would not be applicable to the Class as 
qualified by another Individual That ıs to say, 1f the word be held to de- 
note the Class as qualified by a particular Individual, then this theory 
too would be open to all the objections that have been urged above against 
the purely Individualistic: theory—namely, the necessily of assuming 
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manifold potencies ın a word, &c, &c , and the impossibility of the word 
applying to another Individual, because in the case of each Individual the 
qualification (of the Class) would be different Hence we conclude that 
the Class ıs denoted by the word 

Objection “But the Classis always recognised as the secondary ele- 
‘ment in the denotation of a word, and hence the primaiy denotation 
‘ must consist ın something else ” 

It ıs not so, because 1t 1s the Class alone thatis denoted by the word , 
as for its being the primary or the secondary factor iu the denotation, if 
such character be dependent upon the wish of the speaker as to what he 
may desire to‘expiess by the word, we have nothing to say against ıt , but 
this cannot shake off the fact of the Class forming the true denotation of 
the word And actually at the tıme that 1t1s denoted by the word, 1t 18 
not cognised as the secondary factor, and consequently the mere fact of 1ts 
being meant to be the secondary factor cannot affect our position 

Objection “On account of the arguments uged in the Pévapaksha, 
“we cannot but accept the Individual to be denoted by the word = If 1 
“be urged that—‘in that case the word could not be applicable to otuer 
“ Individuals, ’—(we reply) the Class would serve as the distinguishing 
«maik (even though 1tself not denoted by the word) For instance, when 
“two men have passed through a village, one of them asks—‘ which was 
“the house of Dévadatta °’—the othe: replies ‘the house that had 
“ many crows over ıt was Dovadatia’s’, and in this case we find that 
‘“ though the exstence of the ciows 18 not denoted by the word ‘ Déva- 
“ datta’s house,’ yet 16 serves as a distinguishing mark whereby the man 
‘knows the actual house called ‘ Dévadatta’s house’, in the same manner, 
“though the Class ıs not actually denoted by the word ‘Cow, ’ yeb 16 will 
“serve as the distinguishing mark whereby we would know the actual 
‘Individual called ‘Cow ’ 

“The Bhashya has cited the word ‘ Dandi’ (the man with the stick) ; 
“the sense being that just as the Danga 1s not actually denoted by the 
“word ‘ Dandi’ though 1t serves as the distinguishing mark of the person 
« called ‘Dandi,’ m the same manner could the Class serve as the dis- 
“ timpuishing mark of the Individual denoted. 

“ Against this example of the Bhashya, the followmg i ea 
“raised (1) ‘In the word Dangi its base Danda 1s actually foun to 
« denote the Danda , how then can 1t be asset ted that the word Dandi does 
«not denote the Danda? (2) The fact thats unde: consideration is that 
‘of the Class serving as the distinguishing mak, while the example that 
‘has been cited 1s one of qualification’! 

‘But none of these objections affect 
“meant by the assertion of the Danda nob 


the main >osition—(l) What is 
being denoted is that it 18 
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« not denoted by the affix (27), ın the word ‘Dandi’, the sense thus being 
‘that, just as m the case of the word ‘ Dandi,’ though the Danda 1s not 
“ actually denoted by the affix, and yet 1t1s found to point to a person 
“ qualified by the possession of the Danda, in the same manner in the case in 
“question, though the Class 1s not denoted, yet the word would denote the 
“ Individual as qualified by the Class (2) As for the objection that the 
‘ matte: ın question being the fact of the Class serving as the distinguish- 
‘“ang marh, 1t was not proper for the Bhashya to cite an instance of qual- 
“ ficatton,—this ıs not a proper objection , because the distinguishing mark 
“ too 18 only a qualification after all O1, 1t may be that the example cited 
‘bears a similaity to the maim question, ın various phases of 1t— 
‘ snch as some may be similar to ıt on the pomt of non-denotability (as in the 
“case of the word ‘ Dandī’), while some may be so only on the pomt of 
“ its serving as a distinguishing mark (as ın the case of ‘ Dévadatta’s house’), 
“and thus there 1s nothing wrong m the example cited by the Bhashya 

‘And in this theory there can be neither a too narrow, no. a too 
“ wide, application of the word (as urged above) against the purely Ind1- 
“ vdualistic theory ” 

But all this 1s not quite to the point. Itis tine that the house of Déva- 
dutta, and the man with the stick are denoted (by the words ‘ Dévadatta’s 
house,’ and ‘ Dandi’), but the presence of the cious serves as the dis- 
tinguishing mark of the house, only when ıt 1s actually seen by the eyes, and 
so also the possession of the stick 1s recognised as the distinguishing maik 
of the Dandi, ouly by means of this latter word, while in the case in 
question, the class ‘ Cow’ 18 not before us, and as such, not being in any 
way cognised, it could not serve as the distinguishing mark (unless ıt were 
admitted to be denoted by the word itself) , and so long as the qualification 
(Class) has not been cognised, there can be no 1dea of the qualified (In- 
dividual) Noi is any portion of the word ‘ Cow’ found to denote the 
Class ‘ Cow,’ as the word ‘Danda,’ forming part of the word ‘ Dandi,’ 1s 
found to denote the stick, aud as such we cannot admit that the first 
portion of the word ‘Cow’ denotes the Class (the qualification) while the 
second portion signifies the Individnal (as qualified by it) [just as in the 
word ‘ Dandi,’ the first part ‘Danda’ signifies the qualifying stick, while 
the second part, the affix, denotes the person qualified by the stick] Thus 
then, if the Class be held to be denoted by the word ‘ Cow,’ 1618 this alone 
that can be accepted as constituting the true denotation of the word And 
GE not, then) that which 1s not cognised not being capable of serving as 
the distinguishing mark, the contingency of the too wide an application of 
the word remains unexplained. In the case of the word ‘ Dandi,’ the case 
19 a little different, as the word cannot be used with reference to the stick 

only , and av such it cannot but be admitted to be denotative of the person 
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qualified (by the possession of the stick) ; whereas the word ‘Cow’ cannot 
be said to be incapable of being used with reference to the Class ‘ Cow, ’ 
and as such, necessarily pointing to the Individual as qualified (by the 
Class). Because in the case of such expressions as ‘ Çyēnacita’ aud the 
like, we actually find the word ‘ Cyéna’ used with reference to the Class 
And also from invariable concomitance, both negative and positive, we con- 
clude that the word denotes the Class for instance, in the passage speak- 
of the ‘ Cyénacita,’ we actually find the word ‘Cyéna’ used with reference 
to the Class; and we never find any instance of a word being used with 
reference to the Individual independently of the Class. 

The above arguments also serve to reject all the other alternative 
theories that have been pnt forward with regard to the denotation of a 
word. And thus we conclude that the Word denotes the Class. 


The Parvapaksha arguments—viz., of the impossibility of the Injunc- 
tions of such actions as killing, washing, &c.—that have been summed up 
under— 


Sutra (34). “There would be no Actions, and the Injunctions 
would refer to something else, and not to Substances ”— 


Are set aside by the following— 


Sutra (35). The performance of the actions is for the sake of 
a transcendental result; and there is no disjunction. 


All actions of washing, killing, &c., being performed for the sake of 
certain transcendental results, their performance must be taken as part 
of the means of the accomplishment of such results; and the means of 
fulfilling the transcendental results are the Substances, and not the Class; 
as the former are pointed out by the sacrifices by themselves for their own 
accomplishment, while the latter is incapable of accomplishing any sacri- 
fices. Consequently the denotation of the Class must be accepted, for the 
sake of the pointing out of the exact Substance, and not for the sake of the 
Class itseli—(1) because a cognition of the Class by itself is not what is 
sought after; (2) because in that case a denotation of the Class alone 
would have only a transcendental result ; and (3) because, beiug incorporeal, 
it is not found capable of helping the sacrifice in any way. Even ina 
case when the Class as signified by a basic noun is recognised as the 
means of performing a sacrifice (as in ‘ Soména yajéta’), it is recognised 
only as pointing to a definite Substance, and not to itself independently, 
as by itself it is of no particular use in the performance of the sacrifice, 
Thus then, the denotation of the Class pointing to a definite Substance, 
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and the Substance bemg quite capable of being related to the actions of 
killing, washing, &c, as also to Genders, Numbers and Cases,—there ıs 
nothing that can be urged against our theory. 

It ıs with a view to this that the Sutra says—there 28 no disjunction, 
That 1s to say, (1) even in accordance with the Class-theory, there ıs no 
disjunction of the actions of washing, &c , from the Substances, or (2) the 
denotation of the Class serving the purpose of pointing to a definite Sub- 
stance, there ıs no disjunction of the performance of the actions mentioned 
above, or (3) there being no absolute difference between the Class and 
the Individual, the Substance 1s pointed out, at times ın the form of the 
Individual, and at others, in that of the Class, ın accordance with the wish 
of the speaker, and as such words being found to denote both forms of 
things, even when the Individual ıs denoted {by the word), ıt does not 
necessitate any multiplicity in the performance of the action; or (4) the 
Class not being totally different fiom the Individual, the sacrifices per- 
formed with reference to the Individual may be accepted as performed 
with reference to the Class also, and vice versa, and thus in no case 1s it 
necessary to make any difference in the performance of Actions (or Sacri- 
fices), or (5) both the Class and the Individual serve the purpose of 
accomplishing a saciifice, with reference to whichsoever of these two, the 
saciifice may be performed, both of them come to be recognised as useful, 
and as such there 1s no disjunction (of the Actions) from the Substance 

Thus then, even ın accordance with the Class-theory, such Actions as 
killing, washing, &c, being quite possible, we conclude that it 1s the Class 
that constitutes the denotation of the word. 


Thus ends the Third—Smrii—Pada of the Furst Adhy@ya 


ADHYAYA I. 
PADA IY. 


TREATING OF THE Names or SACRIFICES. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


(Divided into two Adhikuranas in the Vartika: A.—that such words as‘ udbhid, 


§c., also help in the knowledye of Dharma; and B.—that such words are 
names of sacrifices ) 


Question: The authority of the Veda together with the Smrtis 
having been established, the present was the time for considering the 
meanings of Veda passares (which also are the means of knowing 
Dharma); wherefore and in what connection, then, should the Bhashya 
before having furnished the consideration of the means of knowing 
Dharma, have taken up the consideration of the Names of sacrifices ? 

Some people offer the following explanation: “The question 
“dealt with is—do the words ‘udthid’ and the like, point out the 
“ materials (to be used at sacrifices) or the names (of sacrifices)? (Thus 
“ the question dealing directly with the means of knowing Dharma,”’) 

But this is not quite correct; because in this manner all books could 
be explained as the means of knowing; because all Sentences may be ex- 
plained as dealing with the question—does this sentence point ont this 
fact or that? 

Some people (notably the author of the Bhashya himself) take the 
Sūtra (1) as the Purvapaksha and Sutra (2) as the Siddh@nta of the same 
Adhikarana; but it is necessary for these people to point out what there 
is in Sutra (1) that is not in keeping with the Siddhanta (that it should be 
taken as the Pirvapaksha). For certainly the assertion of the fact of the 
words like ‘udbhid’ being included in ‘that which serves the purpose of 
fulfilling an action’ is by no means unacceptable to the Siddhanii. Hence we 
explain these two Sëiras as embodying the Siddhanta of the two Adhikaranas 
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(A & B), the Pérapuhsha of both being supphed fiom without [Om 
explanation dealing with the consideration of the anthouitative character 
and usefulness of certain words with 1egaid to Dha: ma makes the Nätra 
conuected with the muin subject of the Adhyaya ] 


ADHIKARANA (A) 


With regard to words like ‘ wdbhid’ (as occurring m such passages as 
*wikbhid@ yatta pagukdimah’), we havea doubt as to whether they have 
any use 1a matters relating to Dharma, or not 

And on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (å) 


‘Tl ese words have no use with regard to Dharma, because they have 
“no connection with the performance of actions, while the Veda deals with 
“such performance alone, as has been declared elsewhere also ‘Only 
‘“thiee parts of the Veda (viz, Fidh, dithardda and Mantra) have an 
‘“authovisy with egard to Dharma, anc the words in question being 
“different from all these three, they can serve no useful purpose with 
“regard to Dharma, and as such they are absolutely useless’ (1) These 
“ words cannot be said to be included ın Vidhz, because they do not sigmfy 
“either the Means or the Result or the Method of any saciifices, (2) 
“they aie different from A? fhavdda, because they do not signify any Prane, 
“(3) they cannot be said to serve the purpose of a Mantra, because they 
“do not indicate any accessories (Material, Deity, &c ) of sacrifices And 
“apart from these three there ıs no other use of the Veda, and hence 
“the words ın question cannot have any authouty (with regard to 
“ Dharma) ” 


In reply to thé above, we have the following 


SIDDHANTA (A) 


Sutra (1) It has already been explamed that the Veda 
helps in the performance of sacrifices, and hence the whole of it 
should be acceptedas serving that purpose 


That 1s to say, the whole of the Veda being divided into the aforesaid 
three parts, aud the authoritative characters of the thiée parts having 
been proved by means of the arguments urged above (10 Pddas II and IID, 
the authoritative character of words like ‘ udbhid’ cannot be demed, on 
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the ground of their being different from the three parts (because the three 
parts take in the whole of the Veda, and the words in question are found 
in the Veda). 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


It having been shown by the foregoing Adhikarara that the words in 
question have the same use as one of the three parts of the Veda, we 
proceed to consider which one of these uses are fulfilled by them. 

Now then, (1) they cannut serve the purpose of the Arthuradda; be- 
cause they are not found in connection with any other sentence. It may be 
asked—' How can they be denied to be supplementary toa sentence, when 
they are actually found m a sentence, exactly like the assertion—‘ Vayu 2s 
the eftest detty?’ Butitis notso; that which is supplementary to rome- 
thing that is enjoined, is what is known as ‘.drthardda’; while the words in 
question do not appear apart fiom the Injunction itself (‘ yajēta `); therefore 
they cannot be said to be supplementary to any Sentence; and we have 
already proved under the Audumbardidhiiarana that that which is capable 
of being taken along with an Injunction cannot be taken as mere Praise. 
Nor have we ever found any Praise expressed by a single word; neither 
do we comprehend any Praise as expressed by the word ‘ Udbhid. Though 
the word could be taken ag Praise, inasmuch it is capable of being ex- 
plained as ‘that by which trees, &e., are cut properly, —yet such an 
interpretation would be set aside by the most rational fact of the ‘udbhid’ 
being an Instrument (in the perfurmance of a sacrifice), as is pointed ont 
by the Instrumental ending in the word * udbhiid’; for if mere Praise were 
meant, the noun would have had only the Nominative ending, as we have 
in the word ‘ Va@yuh’ in the acknowledged Arthavaéda— Vayurraé kshépi- 
shiha décata.’ 

(2) Nor can the word ‘adbhid’ be taken as a Mantra; because it ix 
not recognised as one; and also because the students of the Veda do net 
remember any such Mantu, And being a single word it cannot be said to 
stand in need of something else {which it would indicate exactly as the 
Mantra indicates the Materials and Deities of sacrifices}; andas it is recog- 
mised as the ‘Instrument,’ it cannot be said to bring about an idea of any- 
thing else (in the shape of the Material or the Deity). Nor do we find tle 
word itself denoting anything that would furm the material part of a Sac- 
rifice; and no sentence that actually indicates anything not forming a 
material part of the Sacrifice, ean be acecpted as auaihary to the sacrifice. 
If we set about assuming a material to be indicated by the Murtra (in the 
shape of the word ‘ Udbhil’s, 16 would be a mont unwarrantable complien- 
tion of matters. Nor du we find any Vedie text, like the Suktacake (which 
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lays down the fact of certain Mantras being employed at certain sacrifices) 
laying down the employment of this word as a Mantra, so that the afore- 
said assumption of the material too is not possible Nor again is the word 
itself capable of bemg employed as a Mantra, so that we cannot even 
assume any Injunctions of its employment, as we do in the case of the 
Manta ‘Ish@tvu@’ and the rest And lastly, ıt 18 evident that the word 
forms part of the Biahmana passage ‘udbhida yajéta’, and as such, ıt 
cannot be taken as a Mantra 

Thus then, 16 being clear that the word forms part of the subject of 
the Injunction itself, we proceed to consider the question as to whether 
the word constitutes the Injunction of a Material, or 1t 1s only the name 
of a Sacrifice 

And on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


“Tt is the material (ave) that ıs enjoined by the word ‘udbheda’ , (1) 
“ because the universally recognised fact 13 mostly authonmtative, (2) þe- 
“cause a distinctly useful pu:pose is served, and (3) because this mter- 
“ pretation ıs much more capable of prompting men to the performance of 
“the particular action, than any other (a) That ıs to say, ıt 18 an uni- 
“veisally tecognised fact that the noun ‘udbhid’ literally sigmifies a 
“ cutting insti ument (the Axe), nor is the word ‘udbhid&’ known to signify 
“anything else, and the meaning of a word that jis not 1ecognised in o1- 
“dinary parlance cannot be got at fiom the Veda, because the relation- 
“ship of a word (to its denotation) 1s not fixed by the sciiptures (but by 
“ordinary parlance) As for the Instrumental ending, ıt sigmifies mere 
“ Instrumentality, and itis only a potent substance, or the potency re- 
“siding in the substance, that ıs known to be capable of serving as the 
“ Instrument of an Action And itis only when the Injunction 18 found 
“to serve a distinctly useful purpose that ıt can prompt people to the 
“particular course of action , that 1s to say, 161s only those persons that 
“recognise the word ‘ udbilid’ to be an Injunction (of the material) that 
“can engage themselves m the patticular aciion mentioned ; for 1f such 
“an engagement could come about even without the recognition of the 
“ fact of the Injunction serving a useful purpose, 1t would be as good as 
“the engagement that is not preceded by any distinctly-uttered Injunc- 
“ tion 

“ (b) Or, the word ‘udbhida’ may be taken as the Injunction of a 
“material , because of the universally recognised meaning of the word, 
“the ‘ai thavativa’ of the word may be explained as the fact of its harv- 
“ing a meamng’, the sense of the argument in ihis case beng that m a 
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“name the literal significance of the word 1s not always recognised (wlnle 
‘ıb 18 recognised in the case of the word ‘ wdbhed,’ which, therefore, can- 
‘“not be a name) 

“ (c) Or, the fact of the word ‘udbhid’ having a significance only when 
“taken apait from the ‘saciifice,’ may be employed as an argument 
“against its being taken as a Name, specially as the word ‘ udblad’ sei ves 
“a purpose totally different from that served by the root yajı (== to sacri- 
“fice, ın the word ‘yajéta’), and thus alone ig it possible for the person 
“to be prompted to the particular action 

“It may be urged that, ‘even a name while qualifying or specifying 
“the sacuifice, would serve to prompt the person to the particula: course 
“of action.’ 

“ But thisis not possible , why ? Becanse the Class ‘ sacrifice ’ not being 
“a fit object of Injunction, the root ‘ yaza’ itself points to the Individual 
‘sacrifice , andif the name (‘udbhid’) be held to denote the Class ‘ sacri- 
“fice,” then ıt ceases to be a name! That is to say, when the root itself 1s 
‘found to indicate the Individual sacrifice, on account of the Class (which 
“19 directly denoted by 1t) not being capable of being enjoined, then what 
“18 left to be done by the name ? While if the name ‘udbhid’ be held to 
‘t denote the Individual sacrifice, then a generic name not being desirable 
“for a particular saciifice, the word wonld be altogether irrelevant, and 
“we shall explain later on that the object specified (ie, the sacrifice) 
‘being itself a well-established entity, the name could not be accepted as 
“enjomimg it Even though at times it may be possible for words like 
“‘udbhid’ to have a specific (and not a generic) denotation, yet even 
“ guch specific denotation being invariably accompanied by the generic 
“element, 16 can have no connection with the root ‘ yay.’ 

“ And farther, the Injunction itself becomes much simpler, 1t the word 
“í udbhidā’ 1s taken as laying down the materal , because in that case, 16 
“would be merely refering to the sacrifice enjomed elsewhere [that 1s 
“to say, the meaning of the Injunction would only mean that one should 
“ perform the sacrifice with the axe, the Injunction enjoming only the mate- 
“mal, its work being thereby much more hghtened than 1f ıt had to en- 
“ join the sacrifice also]. 

“ Against this ıt might be urged that, ‘in that case the force of the 
“Injunction havmg been exhausted ın the laying down of the material, 
“ the sacrifice itself would remain unenjoined , and then, as there would be 
“no sacrifice laid down, there would be nothing at which the enjomed 
“material would be employed, and hence the Injunction of the material 
“would be absolutely useless ’ 

“ In view of this objection, 16 18 said—prakrtau jyotushtom@é—te., the 
sacrifice 1s enjoined along with the yyotwshtoma, of which 1t 18 an auxiliary 
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“It may, however, be urged that—‘if all names be taken as laying 
“down the materials to be used at the sacrifices, even the word ‘ Jyotish- 
“toma ’in the Injunction ‘ Jyotsshtoména yayéta’ would only point out a 
“material to be employed, and the sacrifice would remain as nnenjoined 
“as ever ? Bui, as a matter of fact, there ıs no other way ont of tins 
“difficulty than to admit one of these sentences (‘ Jyotsshtoména yayéia’ 
“and ‘udbhida yajéta’) to enjoin the sacrifice (and not the material) , be- 
“cause 1n the absence of an Injunction of Action, any laying down of 
“ materials ıs umpossible, hence we admit the word ‘ Jyofzshtoma’ alone to 
“ be the name of a sacrifice (and not the Injunction ofa mateiial) Or, we 
“may take the sentence ‘Jyotishtoména yajéta’ to be the Injunction of 
“a sacrafice performed with the particular material pointed owt, while the 
“other words may be taken as Injunctions of materials only 

“It may be urged that—‘in that case the Injunctions of all the 
‘various subsidiaries of the Jyotishtoma, viz., the Haha, the Ahina, &e — 
“ bemg mere injunctions of so many materials, these sacrifices themselves 
“ would not be different from the Jyofshioma itself, and thus there being 
“ no subsidiary sacrifices, the Jyotashioma could not be the primary (Prak- 
“ ri) of any sacrifices , and hence 16 could not be spoken of as such’ 

* Some people reply to this that the assertion of the Jyotshtoma as 
“the primary sacrifice 18 m accordance with the view of the Siddhints 
“(who holds all such words to be names) 

“ But we can explain the sentence ‘ Prakriau Jyotushtomé’ ın a differ- 
“ent way altogether. Prakrti: 1s that a consideration of which has been in- 
“ troduced , hence the sentence would mean that the sacrifice, at which the 
“slbhid would be used as a material, is enjoined 1n connection with the 
“ Jyottshtoma, (as the passage ‘udbhida yajéta’ 18 found in the same con- 
“text as the Jyotishtoma sacrifice). 

“ Or, the Jyotishtoma could be spoken of as the ‘Primary’ (Prakrt:), 
“in comparision with the various sacrifices recognised as distinct sacri- 
“fices (apart from the Jyotshtoma),—bemg pointed out by the sen- 
“ tences ‘ Athatsha Jyotth,’ &c., which being devoid of any Instrumental 
“terminations are unconnected with any verbs, and as such, are not cap- 
“able of being taken as Injunctions of materials. 

“ Another objection ıs raised- ‘As for the Jyotshtoma sacrifice, its 
“original Injunction itself lays down the Som: and the Jyotishtoma as 
“ materials to be employed at it, the Injunction of any other maternal for 
“it 18 not right. ’ 

“ But the materials like ‘ u@bhid’ being laid down in view of the ob- 
“taining of certain definite desirable results, these would set aside all 
“other materials that may have heen laid down ın the original Injunction 
“It ig an admitted fact that the materials laid down in the original 
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"Injunction can be utilised only at the necessary Actions (2e, the Actions 
“that are performed as mere duis and not with a view to the obtaining 
“ofany desirable results) On, ıt may be that though the original Injunc- 
“tion his laid down the Jyohshtoma as to be performed with certain defi- 
“nite materials, yet the subsequent Injunctions (like ‘ udbhidt yajé'n,’) 
“could be taken as layinz down othe: materials for the same saciifice, the 
“injunction of the sacrifice itself, without the material, beng borrowet 
“from the orginal Injunction, and thus the material laid down by the 
“subsequent Injunction would be in no way different from that laid down 
‘Sin the original one Otherwise we would be, as the Bhāshya thaks, 
‘‘obliged to accept both materials as optional alternatives. ” 


SIDDHANTA (B) 


Sutra (2). That (word) must be a name, which at first ap- 
pears new, because it cannot lay down (the material). 


We proceed to explain the words of the Sūtra When a word—like 
“ udbhid’—is such that, when first heard, it ‘appears new ’—: e, 13 not 
cognised as signifying anything defimte,—then, 1f 1t be come across, first 
of all, in a Vedic Injunction, 16 must be taken as a name, on account of its 
co-extensiveness (with the sacrifice enjomed) Or, the clause ‘ ufpatiiva- 
pirvam’ may mean that inasmuch the word ‘udbhid’ would point out a 
definite sacrifice (not otherwise got at) 1t would not be useless Or, ıt may 
be explained thus The question being—‘ whose name would the word 
be ?’—~, the Sara replies—‘the name belongs to that sacrifice, the per- 
formance of which would accomplish a particular transcendental result ’ 

“ Now, what is the reason for holding the word to be a Name? Savs 
the Sūtra ‘ Avidhitykatvat ’~-‘ Because ıt cannot lay down (the mate- 
rial) 

To explain—lLf the word laid down the material, the material could be 
laid down—(1) either with reference to the Result (the meaning of the In- 
junction being ‘one should think of obtaining cattle by means of the 
udblid axe), or (2) with regard to the sacrifice (the meaning being 
‘one should accomplish the sacrifice by means of the axe’), or (3) with 
reference to both taken together (the meaning bemg ‘ one should obtain 
the cattle by means of the sacrifice with the axe for 1ts material ’) But 
ngae of these is possible. 

(1) If the Material were laid down with reference to the Result, 
then—(a) the Injanctive affix (in ‘ yagēta °) would lay down the relation- 
ship of words other than in which 1t happens to be (that 1s to say, the 
Injunction would refer to the causal relationship of the material udbud, 
with the Result, obtazning of cattle, without haying anything to do with 
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the sacrifice itself), (6) we would have to assume a direct relationship 
between the two words ‘udbhula’ and ‘ pagukdmah,’ which are mentioned 
(in the text) far apart from one another, (c) the verbal root ‘yazı’ having 
nothing to do with the Injunction, the sole purpose of its use would lie 
in that ıt makes the use of the affix possible, (d) we would have to reject 
the Soma, which has been laid down in the origmal Injunction as the 
material to be used at the sacrifice, and (e) we would have the absurdity 
of the sacrifice being performed with a material (remnants of) which could 
not be eaten 

(2) If the material were laid down with reference to the Sacrifice, 
then—(a) the mention of the Result would be absolutely useless, nor 
could the Result be taken as qualifying the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, because 
this sactifice has been spoken of as bringing about all desirable results , 
and as such, its qualification by any one result would result in a syntacti- 
cal split, and the objections (a) (c) (d) and (e), pointed out above, would 
also apply to this theory, as also the contingency of the age being accepted 
as an opt'onal alternative to Soma. 

(3) Simuilaily too, 1f the material be taken to be laid down as qualify- 
any the saciitce, then, (a) all the words in the sentence would have to 
renounce their own direct siguifications (as none of them has such a quali- 
fied mixed signification), (b) we would have to assume various denotative 
potentialities of the Injunction (as there could be no signification of the 
qualified without a distinct signification of the qualification), (c) we would 
have to resort to the indnect possessive indication, ın the case of the 
word ‘udbhidai’ (which would have to be taken as indicating ‘udbhid- 
vata’ =by that by which has the udbhid for tts matercal, (d) 1t would be 
necessary for us to reject the imtimate relationship of co-extensiveness 
(between the ‘sacrifice’ and the ‘udbhod’) which 1s distinctly pomted 
out by the fact of the former being sigmfied by a verbal root with an 
Injunctive affix (which has also an Instrumental force), while the latter 
has in itself an Instramental termination, and (e) lastly, the sacrifice 
would be performed with a material that could not be eaten 

For these reasous the word ‘ udbhidā’ cannot be taken as laying down 
the material for a sacrifice , and thisis what 1» pointed out by the Bbashya 
(If ıt were the Injunction of a material) the sentence would directly denote 
the udbiud and wduwectly indicate that ın which vt would be employed as the 
material The Bhashya may also be read as—Vakshyants lakshayét (the 
meaning being the same) 

Having thus explamed the implications of the noun ‘ udbhid, the 
Bhiashya proceeds to show that the same facts are also pointed out by the 
Instrumental affix (in ‘wdbhedé’) One should accomplish by means of the sac- 
rye, co That is to say, whether the passage be taken as an independent 


€ UDBHID, &C., ARE NAMES AND HELP IN KNOWLEDGE OF DHARMA 381 


Injunction by itself or as supplementary to another Injunction, the 
Sacrifice is recognised to be the Instrument (of the accomplishment of a 
certain result) ; and hence the word (‘ udbhidā’) also with an Instrumental, 
ending, occurring in close proximity to the words signifying the sacrijice 
cannot but be taken as denoting the Instrument. 

The Bhashya says—‘ From the Noun which denotes the karana’— 
(instrament), &. &.; and against this, it may be argaed that—,* in all 
cases the case-siguifivations being held to belong to the Termina‘ions (as is 
distinctly laid down in such passages as ‘by means of the third case- 
termination which signifies fastrumentality, &¢.'}, how cun the Noun be 
spoken of as expressing the karana {or Instrument)? ” 

But this does not affect the position of the Bhashya; (15 hecausze 
what is meant by the passage in question is that the Noun signifies the 
Subsiratum of the Insirumentulity. (2) Or, the assertion may be said to be 
based upon the fact of the Noun having a signification similar tu that of 
the word ‘karana’ [that is to say the Noun ‘emibaid,’ means * thet by 
which is shot forth (the particalar result),’ and this is similar to the 
signification of the word ‘kurazw' which means ‘ that by whith anme- 
thing is dune.’] Specially as the word made tp of the drt cific ‘kvip’ 
(viz., the word * karuna’ as also the word ‘udbial’) siynifes p emen sup- 
stance endowed with a definite case-potuntiahty, und not the vite atlality 
alone, apari fiom the substance; wid itis for this raon that w, “nud the 
word ‘karana’ taking other case-terminations alsy—wv; “kuriya with 
the Dative), ‘kuranam’ (with the Accusative) and tue bre: fora ne sab- 
stance were signified by the word (‘ keruma,”} then the oniy tase-t -rmina- 
tion applicable to it would be that waich is indie:ted b y the alix frip’ 
(and this wonld be the Instrumental only}; and tue substures (that 
would be signified by the word ‘kurana’) wouid not be capauie of any 
other case-potentiality; because one potentiality cannot have auother 
potentiality. Thus then, all words with the kr: affix being fonnd to be 
significant of certain substances with definite potencies, it ia oxy proper 
to speak of the Nouu (‘ adbhid’) as signifying the ‘&.rana.’ 

The upshot of all this is this: In the passage (' udbhidd yajëts paguka- 
mah’) the Noun, that signifies what is recognised iv ve the instrument, 
must take the Instrumental casz-terminativ::; nud if is the Sactuce aud 
not the materiuil, that is recognised to be the Instrument for meins) of 
obtaining the particular result, as we shall explain lateron; aid hence 
it ia only when the wod ‘udbhid’ denotes the sacrifice, that v can have 
the Instrumental cass-ending, and be capable of Leing propery tahen 
along with (the word ‘sacrifice’ in) the sentence: whereas il je Las any 
other meaning, it woud be altogether irrelevant end uncommecicd wita 
any portion of the sentence.) 
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Dbjection “The fact of the word ‘udbkid’ sigmfying a substance 
“ being cognised by means of duect sense-perception, exactly as in the 
“oase of such words as ‘wiki, ‘soma’ and the like, wherefore 1s 
“st sought to be set aside by the mference of the fact of its signify- 
“ine the Instrument? That ıs to say, in the case of such sentences as 
“ t somēna yajēta, even though the sacrifice 1s 1ecognised as the means (of 
‘‘ obtaining a particular result), and the word ‘soména’ has the Instru- 
‘6 mental case-ending,-—yet thisis not taken alone (as co-extensive) with the 
“ sacrifice (the Soma being taken as the matezial), and there 1s nothing 
“yery incongruous in this, we could have exactly the same thing in the 
“case in question also [ And, says the Bhashya, though this would 
‘“anvoive the necessity of having recourse to possessive indication in the 
“ case of the word ‘udbhidā’ which would have to be taken as signifying 
“by that which has the udbhid for tts material, yet there would be no 
“harm im having recourse to such Indication , because this 1s an ordinary 
“ process of interpretation, while the assumption of something absolutely 
“ unknown, for instance the fact of ‘udbhad’ berg the name of a partı- 
“oula sacrifice would be a most unwarrantable liberty taken by the 
“ Siddhints | (The Bhashya uses the word ‘hatha,’ which means the 
“ green seum found on the surface of water, which, when removed by the 
“ hand, closes in agaiu, and cannot be kept away , and on the present occa- 
“sion, 1t 18 figuratively used im the sense of an unwarrantable liberty) ” 

To this objection, we make the following reply —A word, whose 
signification is unknown, when occurrmg along with words of well-known 
meanings, has its meaning ascertained by means of these latter, whereas 
a word, the meaning of which is well-known, 1s never separated from this 
meaning. That ıs to say, such words as ‘ Vth,’ ‘ Soma’ and the hke have 
their meanings so very well-known, that they can never be taken apart 
from these meanings, and hence m such passages as ‘soména yajéla,’ as 
they cannot be taken along with (as co-extensive with) the sacrifice, we 
are obliged to take them as laymg down the mateiials to be employed at 
the sacrifices On the othe: hand, in the case of such words as ‘ udbhed,” 
and the hhe, the only meaning that is recogmsedisthat which 1s derived from 
the meanings of the parts composing the word (uż + blad+ korp), andas such the 
word isas capable of being taken as signifying the sacrifice (udbhidyalé papu- 
prapth yéna, that which brings about the obtamıing of cattle) as the mate eal 
(wibhidyat® ch@iynié anēna, that by which tree, &c, are cut), and hence 
we-do not find Direct, Sense-perception lending any support to either, a8 
there can be nothing very objectionable in having recourse to Inference, 
foi ascertaining the trne meaning of the word And, as a matter of fact, for 
the ascertaining of the true meaning of all words, the one most important 
means 1s the well-known relation of co-extensiveness , and 1b 1s by this very 
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means that the principal Instrumentality, having obtained its chief sub- 
stratum in the saciifice, becomes capable of drawing the Noun (‘ udbhed’) 
also to its own purpose 

And further, ıf the word ‘udbhkida’ be taken as pointing ont the 
name of the sacrifice, all that has got to be done by the word is to signify 
a concurrent Instrumentality in connection with the sacrifice (which 1s 
directly recognised as the Instrument), and the task of the Injunction 
becomes much hghtened, while 1f the word be taken as laying down a 
material fo. the sacrifice, even the Number and the Case of the word will 
have to be accepted as objects of the Injunction That 18 to say, in ac- 
cordance with your theory, ıt would be necessary to assume a distinct 
potentiality of the Injunction with regard to the special termination (in 
‘ udbhidā °) 

Thus then, we conclude that the varions paıts composing the word 
‘udbhid’ are quite well-known as pointing to the sacrifice Nor can it be 
urged that, inasmuch as the Jyctshtoma, &, are also capable of bringing 
forth their results, the name ‘udbied’ would belong to them also, be- 
cause the particles composing the word (as occurring m the sentence in 
question) can refer to only that saciifice, a co-extensiveness with which is 
pointed out in the sentence, and as a matter of fact (this co-extensiveness 
18 perceived only with reference to the particular sacrifice that brings 
about the acgusition of cattle, and) we do not find the word ‘ udbhed’ ever 
mentioned along with the Jyotwshioma, &c (and as such its co-exten- 
siveness with these can never be recognised) Or, 1t is only by means of 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of the expressed co-extensiveness) that the 
bringing about (udbhédana) can be recognised as referring to a particular 
result only, and as there ıs no such Apparent Inconsistency im the case of 
the Jyotiwhtoma, &e , the name ‘udbhid’ can never be attributed to them 

We have in the Sätra, the word ‘amdhdyakatvat’, and ın explainmg 
this, the Bhashya says Jt will not engorn (or laydown),&ce And the sense 
of this is that we do not take the passage in question as actually laying down 
the name ‘Udbhid’ as belonging to the particular sacrifice, as we have 
Panim’s Süha I-1-1, dnectly laying down that the name ‘Vrddht’ belongs 
to At and Arc, (nor hare we any necessity of taking the passage thus), 
because this fact ıs pommted out by the directly expressed co-extersivencgs 
(of the Udbhid with the saciifice) and the well-known meaning afforded by 
the component parts of the word ‘ Udbhid’? But all that the Uhashye 
means 18 that the passage does not mean that ‘one should obtain eattie by 
means of the sacrifice, aud this sacrifice ig named Udbhid’ (because that 
that would involve a syntactical split), but at the same time, 1t cannot be 
denied that the passage distinctly points to the fact of the uame "1. | ~^ 
to the sacrifice (as the only meamng that the passage c ' us tos ps 
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‘one should obtain cattle by means of the Udbhid-sacrifice’), because it 18 
thus alone that the passage could point to a particular saciifice 

Though in the present case (the Udbhid and the Sacrifice not having 
the same case-ending) there is no direct co-ordination between the name and 
the named, yet the relationship between them cannot be any other than 
that of the qualification (name) and the qualified (named), because all that 
the name does 18 to pomt to a certain object as distinguished by 1ts own 
verbal form [That is to say, ıt 18 only when the co-ordination 1s 
between what are signified by the words that ıt 18 necessary for these to 
have the same case-ending , whereas ın the case of the Name, it 1s by its 
mere verbal form that ıt specifies an object, and as such it does not stand 
in need of the co-ordination obtaimed from the fact of the two words 
having the same case-ending]. It may be urged that—-“ın that case you 
would have a denotation (by the word ‘ Udblida’) of the verbal form of 
the woid (which is not quite compatible with your tenets)” But, asa 
matter of fact, the verbal form of the word (‘ Udbhid’) being cognised by 
direct Auditory Perception, 16 1s only that which is specified by that form 
that can be accepted to be denoted by the word And as for the law that 
there can be no idea of the qualified until there has been an idea of the qual- 
fication, —all that this law lays down is that the qualification should be 
cogmsed (before there 1s any cognition of the gualyied), and not that ıt 
should be expressed by a word—(and in the case m question we have a 
previous cognition of the qualifying form of the word by means of Sense- 
perception, and it 1s not necessary for ıt to be actually expressed by the 
word) Nor does this involve the imposition of the form of the word 
(upon the sacrifice) [That is to say, 1b cannot be uiged that the qualfy- 
ing Name always bringing about an idea connected with its verbal form, 
this form would be imposed upon the object named], because all that a 
word does, by differentiating its object fiom all other objects, 18 to draw 
out (and present to us) ceitain objects that already exist in the world (and 
as such any mention of these objects by these words cannot he said to 
impose the form of the word upon the object), as we have already explain- 
ed under “ Sense-perception ” (1m the Clokava tıka) 

And again, 1t 1s only by such names as ‘Udbhod’ and the hke, 
that the subsidiary sacrifices can be differentiated from thar Primary, 
otherwise, in the sentence ‘ Udbhidd yajéta, &c,’ if the sacrifice were not 
specified by the name (Udbhid), then the sentence would come to be taken 
only as pointing ont certain othe: Materials and Results ın connection with 
the Primary sacrifice itself, and not as laying down any distinct sacrifice 

Or, the relation of the qualification and the qualified (hetween the 
name ‘ Udbhid ’and the particular sacrifice) may be accepted as based upon 
the fact of all names really expressing some qualification of the Actions 
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just as the words ‘Red,’ ‘ one-year old,’ &c., express certain qualities of the 
cow; nor, in that case, can the mention of the sucrifice itself (by the word 
vajéta) be said to be redundant (on the ground of tie name itself pointing 
to a particular sacrifice); because without the mention of the sacrifice by the 
root ‘yaji’ there would be nothing to show that ‘ Udbhid’ was the name 
uf a particular sacrifice ; and it is through the mutual proximity (of the name 
with the ‘sacrifice’) that we get at the facts that the name belongs to a 
sacrifice, and that the sucr/fice meant is that which is specified by the name, and 
not all sacrifices in general, or the Primary sacrifice of the Jyatishtoma; and 
thus the mention of both (the name and the ‘sacrifice ’) is distinctly 
useful. 

And asthe Injanction is that of the sacrifices as specified by the name 
‘ Udbhid, both of these are matters actually laid down by the Injunction ; and 
hence ib cannot be said to be a mere supplementary explanation (of 
another injunction). And thus we find that the fact of ‘W7dbhil’ being the 
name of a sacrifice is not contrary to the fact of the passage being an 
Injunction (thoagh it is contrary to tho fact of its being an Injunction of 
a particular material). And thus it is apparent that the assertion of the 
Pirvapaksha—that the word ‘Udbhid’ forms part of the Injunction of a 
material,—as also the assertion {of a scion of the Sudd@idxti), that the 
Name is something apart from the three portions of the Veda, the Pidhi, 
the Mantra and the Arthardda,—are equally wrong. 

Nor can it be urged that, if the word ‘Udbhilā’ be taken as pointing 
out the name of a sacrifice, it could be of no use in prompting men to the 
performance of any particular action. Because we actually find such 
names serving distinctly useful purposes ia various periods of the perfor- 
mance of an action. For instance, during the appointment of the Rtvik 
priest, the Master of the sacrifice says, ‘I have got to perform such and such 
a sacrifice,’ where the mention of the mere nameofthe sacrificer is a very 
much simpler process of pointing it out than any desvription of the details 
of the sacrifice itself; so also when one is about begin the Dargn-Pirera- 
māsa, the Master makes such declarations as— May such and such a result 
follow from the performance of the Durga and the Paraamdzu’ (when the 
name is mentioned in connection with the accessories of the sacrifice), and 
again ‘desiring Heaven I perform the Darça aud the Pirrawdsa (whero the 
names are mentioned in connection with the Result); and none of these 
would be possible if there were no such names of sacrifices as the ‘Darpa’ 
and the ‘ Pirnamdsa,’ &e. 

Thus then, we conclude that such words as ' Udbhid’ and the like are 
the names of particular sacrifices. 
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ADHIKARANA (2) 


[Treating of the fact of such words us ‘Citra’ und the like being 
names of sacrifices] 


Sutra (3) That wherein accessories are laid down must be 
related to a Primary Sacrifice 


We now proceed to conside: those words that have a meaning fixed by 
convention, and not one that is signified by its component parts, such 
words, for instance, as ‘ Vrihv’ and the like, which denote particular 
Classes and Properties The case of these words cannot be said to be melu- 
ded in the foregoing Adhikarana, because the meaning of these words 
which is directly expressed by the words themselves, cannot be neglected 
tor the sake of an Instrumentalty that 19 onlyimferred [That 15 to say, 
m the case of the word Udbhid, m the sentence Tdbhidā yujéta, we 
reject its literal meaning, on account of the Instiumentality of the Udlhid 
in the bringing about of the Result m question , ın the case of the word 

CitsG,’ however, in the sentence ‘Cutiaya’ yajéta,’ masmuch as the mean- 
ing is dnectly denoted as fixed by convention, no amount of inferred In- 
strumentality can make us reject that meaning | 

Objection “ The Bhashya should have cited such mstances as the 
“ passages (1) ‘ apyarh sturaté,” (2) ‘ Prshthavh sturaté, § bahishpucamainéna 
 stucaté, which are all origwal Injuuctive sentences (and not such secon- 
“ dary sentences as ‘puncadacitiyyan, &e) Because it is ouly when the 
‘ tact of a word being a name, or Jayme down an accessory detail of the 
“ saciifice, has been ascertained in connection with original sentences, 
“ that ıt 1s accepted ın all ordinaty usage, and as such it is only such 

sentences that should have been cited as instances ” 

All this may be tine, but the S#fra itself had not such omgmal sen- 
tences mn view, because 16 distinctly mentions ‘that wherein an accessory ws 
laid down which shows that it had only the secondary sentences in 
view 

“ But why should the Sutra have neglected to cite the original sen- 
tences ?” 

Because there would be no difference in the main result of the discus- 
sion, whichsoever sentence be cited as an example 0:1, ıt may be that 
secondary sentences have been purposely chosen, because ıt 18 only in the 
case of these that we have a syntacwcal split, which is the principal reason 
tor 1ejectmg the Piéiapaksha theory. Or, ıt may be that m the case 
of the original sentences, whichever of the two theories be accepted (ze, 
whether the words ‘dajya, &c, be taken as names or as pointing to 
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accessory details) there is a certain factor that remains wanting; and as 
such there is no means to ascertain definitely which one of the two theories 
is to be accepted; and hence this ascertainment being got at only by 
cther means, these sentences could not have served as the appropriate 
examples. 

That is to say, the word ‘djya’ signifying butter cannot be recognised 
as &@ name of certain hymns; and what is mentioned in the passage ia that 
‘one hymns by those that aie djya;’ and here what are those that are 
ramed ‘ajya,’ and how they are denoted by the word, cannot be ascer- 
‘ained by the original sentence itself, without some help from without ; 
nid further, it is necessary to explain the reason why in the original sen- 
tonces, the words ‘ djya,’ &c., abandon their ccnventional meanings, and 
heeome the names of the hymns, de. And thus we find that the ‘Name 
izxeory’ stands in need of some extraneous help, In accurdance with the 
other theory aiso (in which case the sentence would mean ‘one hymns by 
tue butter’), it is absolutely impossible for the buticr to be an Instrament 
cf hymutng: and hence it would be neccssary to take the word ‘aya’ as 
*, directly indicating the Mantra related to that word; and in that case wa 
sali require another sentence laying down such relationship (cf the word 
Ifaa’ with a particular Mantra ; that is, we shall require a declaration 
Cat the word ‘ 7jya’ means the ‘ Mantra that contains the word’); be- 
« ase if the original sentence itself be made to give this mcauing, it would 
l o necessary tu have recourse to Possessive Indication. These objections 
ease to apply if the word ‘G@jya’ im the sentence in question, Le taken 
valy as pointiug out a meaning or relationship laid down eisewhere ; and 
thus in this case also the fact of certain Maufras being reiated to the 
‘äjya’ has got to be ascertained from other sources. 

Thus then, we find that in the case of both theories, there is a 
certain element wanting that Lis to be supplied from extraneous sources ; 
aud hence the sentence comes to signify oniy the Aymuin.:, the sekse of 
tLe word ‘apy,’ &e., being ascertained by otter means. 

As for the word ‘ puramdna,’ some people hold that tre word has a 
meaning (' sanctifier’) that is poiuted ont by its component ; rta; and as 
such this has not been cited, on account of its being included in the fore- 
going Adhtkaranz. While others treat of the case thus: The stotra cannot 
bu taken as the nominative of the ‘sanctifying, as the sarrifice (in the 
previous Adhikarana) has been taken as that of ‘bringing forth ;’ because 
it is the Soma that is the real sanctifying agent. And the component parts 
of the word ‘ paramédna’ not being found to be capable of directly point- 
ing to any Action, the word will have to be taken as pointing to an Action 
tn which we use a mantra that has a sanctifying meaning f and this would 
involve an indirect Indication per IJndicafion; and this process is 
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undoubtedly more comphcated than simple Possesswe Indication ; and as such 
the case of this sentence also 1s met by the ‘syntactical split’ (that 1s to 
be shown in the Siddhainia) ; and hence this too 1s a fitting example 

In the Ptrvapaksha of this discussion also, the aiguments based 
upon the universally recognised signification of the words, &c, &c, are 
just the same as those that have been detailed in the Parvapaksha of the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

And masmuch as the Sıddhānta speaks of the word ‘ Quir’ having 
been taken (in the Pa vapaksha) as pointing to an accessory of the sacizfice, 
having the Otra (variegated) colour, we mfe: that the Pirvapahsha takes 
the sentence ‘ Citrayaé yajéta’ as the Injunction of an accessory of the 
Agnishomiya sacrifice. 

And ın support of this, they advance the following arguments — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The variegated colour and the femimne character are naturally ap- 
“ pheable to animals only, and as such the sentence in question cannot 
“ but be taken as subsidiary to the Dazksha (Aynishomiya) sacrifice, which 
‘fag the root or Primary of all sacrifices performed with animals Thats 
“to say, the differentiation into Feminine, Masculine, &c, apart from 
“animals, ıs based upon a mere likeness of words, while ın the case 
« of animals, ıt ıs based upon real facts of nature The Principal sacrifice, 
“ however, (in whose context we have the sentence ‘ Crtrayd yazéta’) hav- 
“ng Curds, &c , for its material, cannot be accepted as having anythmng 
“ to do with the two characteristics of variegated colour and female character 
“denoted by the word ‘Citray@’, and hence we extract these two 
“ characteristics out of their place, and take them as related to sacrifice in 
“ general, but on account of the fact of such characteristics belonging 
“ only to animals, they naturally tend mostly towards a sacrifice of animals, 
“and thence, ın accordance with the rule laid down m Sūtra TI— 
“* vj—-2, they become ielated to the Agnishomiya sacrifice, which is the most 
“ Prmary of all such sacrifices And though the connection of such an 
“animal (of a variegated colour and a female) would be in opposition to 
“ the character of the animal for the Agnishomiya sacrifice, that 18 pointed 
‘t out in the original Injunction of that sacrifice as the black and the red 
“male deer,—yet any one of these characters could be taken as rejecting 
“the other; or they may both be accepted as optional alternatives, as has 
“already been shown ın a foregomg Pirvapaksha. 

“ Or, we may bring forward here the arguments that have been shown 
“under the Sötras III —vi—9 et seg [That ıs to say, under these Sitras 
“16 has been shown that the number seventeen being found to be mentioned 


‘CITRA’ IS THE NAME OF A SACRIFICE. 889 


“in connection with the Sdmtdhéus only, the connection of this num- 
“ber with any particular sacrifice cannot be definitely ascertamed , while 
‘the relationship of the particular sacrifice with the number fifteen 1s 
“ definitely ascertained, and hence it 18 only proper that the relationship 
“ of the number seventeen should be set aside by that of the number fifteen, 
“ın the case of the variegated colour and the feminine character, however, 
“inasmuch as these are found to be mentioned ın connection with a sacri- 
“fice, their connection with a particular sacrifice of the Agnishomiya 1s as 
“j easonable as that of the bluck deer, &c., because both of these are equally 
“connected with animals, and the rule laid down under the Sūtra III— 
“vı—2 ıs equally applicable to both, and m the Puvapaksha of the 
“ Adhikarana beginning w th Ii[—vi—9, ıt has been argued that, wmasmuch 
“as both the numbers fifteen and sez enteen are equally related to the Sam- 
“ dhéni, both are to be accepted as optional alternatives, and m the same 
“ manner, ın the case m question, the two different kinds of animals are to 
“be alternatively employed at the <Agnishomiya sacrifice]. And tue 
“sense of all this ıs that, as there would be no syntactical split, there 
“ would be an injunction of many things mentioned by a single word, 
“as 13 distinctly pointed out by the fact of the animal as qualified by the 
“variegated colow and the feminine character bemg expressed by the 
“single case-termination (the Instrumental) And as for the word 
“t nagukamah, it may be explained as forming part of the acquiring of the 
“cattle for the sacrifice, and as such 16 would be taken as only describing 
“an aheady existing fact, and not as pointing out the Result to be 
“obtained from the sacrifice, and certainly no animal-sacrfice can be 
“ performed by one who does not want to obtain an animal (for the pur- 
‘* noses of sacrifice ) 

“Says the Bhashyja The sentence ‘citray& yagéta paçukāmah’ 1 de- 
“ scauptive of the sacrifice, as it 18 aheady well-known The meaning of tinis 
“ag that the Injunctive potentiahty having, m all cases, been found to 
“have transferied itself to another word m the sentence, which 1s directly 
“connected with the verbal affix, the root itself cannot but be taken as 
“merely describing a well-established fact That ıs to say, whenever we 
“ proceed to seck fo. something else that would be enjoimed by the verbal 
“ root, we are faced by the contingency of having to assume innumerable 
“ potentialities , and hence there at once arises m our minds a desire to 
‘take 16 as only describing an ordinary fact, and hence in such cases we 
“cannot ndmit of the presence of an Injunction, unless we are obliged to 
“ do 1t (on account of the impossibility of its being taken as descriptive of 
“an ordinary fact) Tu the case of the sentence in question, however, 
“we know of a particular sacrifice, the Agnishomiya, being connected, 
“thiough the anımal sacrificed, with the varveguted colour and the feminine 
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“ character, and as such there can be no difficulty im taking it as merely 
s“ describing this relationship 

“Says the Bhashya If the result be held to follow fiom the materral 
“ otself, the root ‘ yazı’ becomes redundant And on this there arises the ques- 
“ tion—‘ How is ıt that the Pérvapaksha 1s represented as objecting to its 
“ own theory of the sentence being the Injunction of a material ? ’ 

“Some people meet this difficulty by the assertion that the sen- 
“tence that should have formed part of the Siddhdnia, has been 
‘inserted here by mistake While others offer the explanation that by 
“attributing the result to the material, ıt would become the principal 
“factor ın the Injunction, and thereby losing 1ts secondary (or auxiliary 
“ character), the sentence could not be spoken of as an Injunction of an 
“ Accessory detavl. 

“ But none of these explanations 1s quite satisfactory. Because in 
“any case, the assertion that the word forms the Injunction of an acces- 
“ sory detailis always opposed to the view that ıt supplies the name of a 
“particular: saciifice , and even when the Resultis held to follow from the 
“accessory material thus enjomed, the fact of such injunction bemg 
“opposed to the fact of the word being a name remains unaffected And 
“the Bhashja itself declares later on Jt :s only when thes Adhikarana 
“ erssts that we can hare any discussion as to whether the word is the Injpunc- 
“tion of an accessory material, or a name. Even when the Result 1s attri- 
“ buted to the particular material enjoined, there bemg no absolute co- 
“ extensiveness of the material with the sacrifice, 1t would come to be ac- 
“cepted as the mjunction of an accessory material 

“ Therefore, we must explain the Bhashya passage in the hght of the 
“ following facts 

“ On the point at issue, there appear to be three distinct theories 
“(1) The word enjoms an accessory detail, as leading to a particular 
“resuit, (2) 16 enjoins the accessory detail with reference to the sacri- 
“fice, and (3) ıt forms the name of a particular sacrifice And any one of 
“these has got to refute the other two Therefore one who takes his 
“ stand upon the Pu vapaksha 1s represented in the Bhashya passage under 
“ question, to refute the weakest of his two opponents (ce, the theory that 
“the word enjoins a material as leading to a particular result) on the 
‘ground that in that case the root ‘yazı’? will come to have a meaning 
“ altogether nrelevant to the main subject 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ citray@’ lays down the 
“ material for a sacrifice, just as the word ‘wi thibhih’ in the sentence ‘v ihi- 
“ bhiryajēta? And though the ‘sacrifice’ 1s represented as the means 
“ (of acquiring the Result), yet its inst: umentalıty pointed out by the ongi- 
“nal sentence laying down the sacrifice serves also to indicate the fact 
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“ of the sacrifice itself being an object to be accomplished (by means of the 
“t Otrā’ material), and thus we find that 1 1s this objective character of 
“ the sacrifice with reference to which the particular materal is enjomed , 
“and as such there is no need of having recourse to any Possessive Indica- 
“ tion (the sentence being construed as— one should think of obtaining 
“ cattle by means of the saciifice performed with the Citra maternal’) Or, 
“ıt may be that the person who holds the word ‘Qzér@’ to lay down a 
“ material, accepts the fact of the material being with reference to the 
“ sacrifice, which fact cannot be dispensed with, while the theory that the 
“ word lays down a material as leading to a particular result 1s open to all 
‘the objections urged in the foregoing Adhikarana 

“ Similarly too, in the case of the sentence— pancadaga) yam ’—we must 
‘‘ presume the existence of some such word as ‘aste’ or ‘ dbhavatt, &e , the 
“sentence thus mentionmg the existence of the fifteen Gyas, and 1b 18 to be 
“ taken as an Injunction, because of its being a statement of the procedure 
“(of a sacrifice) 

‘“ Objection —‘ Such words as pancadagdne and saptadacduz do not denote 

merely the particular numbers, because in accordance with Pānini, the 
‘affix ‘da’ (in these words) has the sense of ‘stoma’ (or collection of Rk 
“ verses), and this Stoma too does not signify anything other than the 
“ particular number of Rk verses m the Hymn’ 

“ Reply —This does not affect the case, because the Stoma being 
“only a measure of the Eulogy, as limiting the Hymn which is the means 
“of the Eulogy, whether the limitation be done by means of certam Rk 
“verses, or by means of Butter, the number as the hmuiting agent is 
“always called ‘ Stoma’ on account of its bemg a measure of the Eulogy, 
“ (That is to say, the Rk verses being the means of the Eulogy, and the 
“number fifteen or seventeen serving to limit these verses, the Eulogy 
“itself comes to be hmited by the number, which thus comes to be known 
“as the ‘Stoma ,’ and hke the Rk verses the Butter (Aya) also sei ves to 
“give rise to the Eulogy, and thus becomes one of its means, and as such 
“ there ıs nothing wrong ın the presence of the affix ‘da’ m the word 
“ § nangadagini.’ 

“ Nor 1s there any need of the Possessive Indication. Because it 1s only 
“ when the sentence is found intact (in the Veda), that in assuming any 
“facts more or less than what 1s distinctly expressed by the sentence itself 
“ we incur the improper responsibility of having recourse to Indirect Indica- 
“ tions, Syntactical Split and the like, while there is no such danger when 
‘ the sentence itself 1s an inferred or assumed one Thatis to say, 1n the case 
“of the sentence—‘ pancadapainyd) yan,’ the word ‘ajya’ being found to 
“have no connection with the sentence as 1t stands, we must have recourse 
“to the assumption of the Injunction of a Procedure of Action, that would 
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& have some sort of connection with what is met with m the original sen- 
“tence, the apparent mconsistency of which ıs the sole ground for the 
“assumption of this new sentence, and this new sentence may be as- 
“ sumed as having a word that would directly denote what 1s sought to be 
“got at indirectly by means of Possessive Indication (ze, the sentence 
“assumed being somewhat m the form that ‘the Hymn is to be helped 
“ by means of the Ayyas seventeen ın number.’) 

“ Agamst this we may have the followmg objection ‘The Ayya be- 
‘meg a substance, 16 cannot form part of a procedure which consists of 
“something fo be done, and as such ıb could not be pointed out by the 
‘Context, which only stands ın need of a mention of the Procedure. ’ 

“ But in the case m question, we have a distinct action, in the 
“shape of ‘existence,’ and as such there 1s no occasion for the said ob- 
‘section. It being always necessary for the subsidiaries to exist in the 
“ same place as the Primary, the Ajya must always exist in close proximity 
“tothe Hymn And hence, just as ın the case of the sentence—‘ having 
“laid the fire, he proceeds with the hymn ’—tlie fire helps the hymning by 
“its mere presence, so too, in the case of the sentence m questiou (the 
i Ajya or the Butter would help the Hymning by its mere presence or 
“existence) And as such, our theory not being open to any objection, we 
«conclude that the words ın question lay down the accessory details of the 
t sacrifices ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above arguments, we make the following reply Must be related 
to a primary savrifice (sūtra) That ıs to say, the mention of many things 
can be possible only when thereis an Injunction of a Principal Action In 
the case m question it is held that the accessory 1s laid down m connection 
with a well-known Action But there ıs no mutual relationship among the 
accessories themselves And hence if any one of the accessories were laid 
down, 16 could not indicate any othe: accessory , and thus there being no 
Apparent Inconsistency in the matter, we would have to assume an endless 
number of direct Vedic Injunctions of the various accessories, and this 
would necessitate the frequent repetition of the Injunctive Affix, which 
would inevitably lead to a syntactical split, as has been well declared— 
Though the Bhavana indirectly imphes the Injunction of many things, yet 
the Injunction of a qualification does not refer to any other qualification. 

And thus we find that even though the two qualifications (of vartega- 
ted colour and female character) are denoted by the same word (tra), yet 
we have just the same necessity of having recourse to the greatly compli- 
cated process of assuming more than one Injunctive Potentialty (1m the 
word). 
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And as a matter of fact, inasmuch as the orginal Injunction of the 
particular sacrifice has laid down a particular material, there can be no 
effective potentiality (in the Injunction of any other material) And it isa 
well-known fact that we can have the description of an Action just as 1t 
is pointed out ın its orginal Injunction, and hence, when it has once con- 
nected itself wth a pai ticular material (fı the Black Deer) ıt can never have 
anything to do with any other material that is incompatible with the 
former. That ıs to say, ım the desciiption of a certain action, if ıt be ab- 
solutely necessary to descııbe 1ts material, all its wants being found to be 
supplied (by that which 1s mentioned in the original Injunction), there 
can be no Injunction of any other material , specially as any such Injanc- 
tion would be based upon the fact of the Action bemg wanting on that 
point 

Nor can 1t be urged that from out of the original Injunction of the 
Agnishomiya, we could take out the sacrifice itself (apart from the 
materials therein mentioned) , and then have its materials laid down by 
means of the sentence—‘ Citraya yaya’ Bezause in the first place the 
Action 18 always connected with the accessories mentioned in ifs orn 
ongmal Injunction, and hence any accessories mentioned in othe: sentences 
can never get at it apart from such natural accessories. In the case of 
the alternative materials— Vr ihi and Yava—mentioned ın connection with 
the sacrifice, as the two Injunctions function dependently of each other, 
they are both equally authoritative, and as such the two are accepted to be 
optional alternatives In the case 1u question, however, ıt 1s only the 
original Injunction that would mdependently by itself lay down the ac- 
cessory of the action, which could not be done by this other sentence, 
which only describes the sacitfice as laid down im the original Injunction , 
specially as there could be no desciiption of that which has not already 
been laid down 

And further, on account of the mention of the destre for cattle (in the 
sentence ın question, masmuch as this mvolves the acceptance of the 
denotation of a word other than the Injunctive (“ yujéia”) we have an 
inevitable syntactical spht That is to say, though the Result 1s not enjoin- 
ed, yet, (1) the sacrifice ıs enjoined, for the sake of the Result , and (2) the 
material Ort ā 1s laid down for the sake of the sacrifice, thus there being 
a most complicated syntactical spht And there would be a farther objec- 
tron, that at one and the same time there would be an Injunction of the 
sacrifice with reference to the Result and a description of ıt with reference 
to the material. 

Nor can the word “pacukdmah” be taken as only describing the al- 
ready well-known fact of the presence of such a desire, as part of the de- 
sire for the acquiring of cattle for the purposes of the sacrifice Becanse 
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all that is desirable for man is desired for itself, and as for the fact of 
persons engaging in actions for the means and auxiliames of that desirable 
object, this 1s not due to any desire for such auxiliaries (the desire being 
only for the main object, the anxillanes being sought after only as means 
to that end, and not as demrable ın themselves). That ıs to say, when 
proceeding to perform a sacrifice, one does not entertain any strong desire 
for the acquirmg of the animal that would be required in the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice, because even without any such desire, he proceeds 
to possess himeelf of the animal, because without that, he finds that ıt 1s 
impossible for him to obtain the particular result that he desires (which 
can be obtained only by means of a sacrifice performed with the animal) 

And thus, even though there may be a certain degree of desirability in the 
animal, it could be spoken of as desirable widzectly only Therefore, it is 
only that which 1s found to be desired directly, in 1ts direct denotation, 
that we recognise as the Result, which is mentioned im connection with 
the wod ‘ka@ma’ (Desire) We shall explain this in detail later on 
under the S#ira VI—1—2 

The result of the dgnishomiya sacrifice too, beng a part of the sacii- 
fice, cannot quite definitely be ascertained, whether it 1s this or any other , 
and as such there cannot be any description of ıt [That is to say, 1t can- 
not be urged that the word ‘ paguktmah’ may be taken as only describing 
the particular result in the shape of the acquiring of cattle, which 1s 
pointed ous to be a result of the Agnishomiya sacrifice by the fact of this 
sacrifice binging about all desirable results, because ın that case any de- 
scription would be impossible, as a desemption of a secondarily indicated 
fact 1s absolutely useless , and if the word be taken as mentioning a partı- 
culat qualification of the Agnishomiya as pointed out by the fact of its 
bringing about all demrable results, there would be a syntactical split ; 
and then we can recall all the reasonings biought forwaid mm connection 
with the word ‘udbhid’]. And this would lead to another anomaly, viz — 
though the sentence occurs ın connection with the Prajdpatya sacrifice, yet 
the result coming to be taken along with the Agnishomiya, there would be 
a direct rejection of the context 

On the other hand, 1f the word ‘ Citraya’ be taken as the name of a 
sacrifice, the sentence would only lay down a relationship between the 
sacrifice and a particular result, and there would be no room for any of 
the aforesaad objections, 

Tn the case of the expression ‘ pancadagayyam,’ the particular material 
(Buiter), 28 also the number (Fifteen), not being found to be in any way 
connected with the Hymns, any one of these might be taken as being en- 
joined (by the sentence) with regard to another which might be taken as 
described by ıt, In any case, the materzalis not cognised (in the sentence) 
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as pertaining to any other Action; and if the sentence were to be taken as 
laying down a particular number with reference to the Butter employed 
in other Actions,—in that case (the sentence affording no idea of 
the Action}, the Injunction would form part of the Material, and not of 
any Action (which fact would make the Injunction absolutely useless) ; 
and this would also lead to the rejection of the main Context (of the sen- 
tence}. That itis not possible for the sentence to be taken as an Injunc- 
tion of the Material as qualified by the particular numi 


ber, we shall show 
later on under the S#ira [V—i—li, As a matter of fact too, that which 
does not qualify a verb (Action) can never form the object of au Injunction ; 
because the Injunctive word has no direct relationship with nouns ; and in 
the sentence in question, we do not find any verb which woald be the ob- 
ject of Injunction, and would, as auch, point to many accessories (Materials, 
&c.). Nor is it possible for these (fifteen butters) to form the object of 
the sentence that lays down the recitation of the Hymns; because they 
have not the character of an Action (or Verb). As has been well said: 
‘The principal Action (or Verb) cannot take in any accessories or Materiais 
as constituting its procedure, unless there is an intermediate action, as- 
sumed in accordance with the sentence.’ 

Nor can they be said to belong to the verb ‘to be; ’ and it isa uni- 
versal rule that any particular thing can operate elsewhere only when it 
has acquired its own existence in one place; and as for mere existence 
(denoted by the verb‘ to be’), its business ends with the pointing out of 
the fact of an object being an entity; and as such the action of being can 
never be one that could be an object to be accomplished ; nor does it stand 
in need of any other Action that could be taken as the object to be accom- 
plished ; and as such, there being no room for any help by the said number 
and material, these cannot be taken as forming part of the procedure of 
the action to be. Though in the oase of the sentence—' Rathantaran 
bhavatt, &c. we admit of the fact of the Context pointing to such actions 
as those of being, &c., that are held to be enjoined by these sentences,—yet 
this is due to a cognition of the relationship (of the Rathantaram, &e.) 
with certain intermediate actions that are indirectly indicated. Nor is 
the existence of Butter, &c., such as is not fully established in the world ; 
and as such their existence can never be taken as the object of a 
Bhavana (such as‘one should think of establishing the existence of 
Butter,’ &c., &e.). 

It may be urged that—‘ there may be a Bhdvand of placing the 
Butter, &c., in proximity to the Hymn (which proximity is not an estab- 
lished fact)’ But this too is not possible; because no such proximity forms 
the object of any Injunction. In the case of the sentence—‘ having laid 
the fire,’ &c.—the proximity of the fire (to the Hymning) is distinet!y 
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enjoined by the sentence itself , when this action (of the laying of fire) 
being apart from the action of mere emsting (of the fire), 18 capable of 
being taken as constituting a part of the procedure In accordance with 
the Siddhanta theory the sentence being found to serve a distinctly useful 
purpose, there is no apparent Inconsistency that would necessitate the 
assumption of any sentence laying down the relationship of the Ayya 
with the Hymn, 

If the expression ‘pancadaginydyanr’ were to lay down the number 
fifteen with reference to the Butter laid down ın the sentence—‘ @yarh 
stuvaté,—then, as shown in the foregoing Adhikarana, there would be a 
necessity of having recourse to Possessive Indication, and it1s with a 
view to this that the Bhashya says—That the Hymns and the Ajya could be 
lard down by the word only by means of Indication And further, the Butter 
being a substance always hable to exist in one mass, the number fifteen 
could not apply to ıt directly , and hence ıt would be necessary to assume 
certain measures (or weights of 11)—such as the Pala and the rest, which 
are not mentioned in the sentence itself 

From all this, ıt appears that though originally the word ‘ Ajya’ 
may not appear to have the character of a name, and there 1s no place for 
it in a sentence laying down the material of a sacrifice,—yet 1t 15 clear that 
there could be an Injunction of the number fifteen, only when the word 
‘ dyya’ is taken as the name (of certan Hymns), and not otherwise. 

The Bhashya has taken the word ‘Ajyya’ as a name, because that 
18 the only way m which the expression ‘ pancadaganyajyine’—which 1s 
subsidiary to the sentence ‘djyarh stuvaté’—can be explained, and the 
reasons why this interpretation lias been accepted are— (l) because in this 
manner alone can the two words ‘ pancadagiim’ and ‘ajydnz’ be construed 
together, and (2) because of the meanings of the compouent parts of 
the word, as pomted out in the Veda, both by way of explanatory sen- 
tences, and by that of Artharaddas 

That 18 to say, the explanation of the name ‘ ijya, as belonging to the 
Hymns, 1s supplied by the Veda itself ‘As the gods went to battle with 
these, they are djya,’ thatis to say, because the gods, according to the 
advice of Piajipati, went to battle, after having recited these Hymos, 
therefore they came to be known as ‘Ayya,’ as fitting the gods for battle 
(a+). In the same manner, because the Rathantara, &c , were produced 
when the surface (pishtha) of the water was touched by Vayu, therefore 
these Sdmas came to be knuwn as ‘Prshtha’ Thus the explanation of 
these two names are found to be supplied by certain Arthavada passages 
of the Vedaitself. And as the Vamadévya and other Sémas are the source 
of the Rathantara, &c., the name Prshktha belongs to them also. 

Says the Bhashya: “ Why should not we take the sentence as laying down, 
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with reference to the Hymns, the Ayjyas qualified by the number fifteen?” 
This question should be taken as preceded by the sentence—“ inasmuch as 
a single sentence cannot give us two distinct meanings” And the reply to 
this question given in the Bhashya ıs- Because there ws no word expressive 
of such qualified Ajyya, and this refers to the non-mention of any principal 
verb in the sentence 

The Bhashya, however, retorts “ But the two words—‘pancadagini’ and 
‘ajyane’—would supply the qualified denotation ”—, and this refera to the fact 
of these two words being connected with the verb ‘to be’ The reply to 
this 18 that these two words too cannot serve to lay down the qualified aya, 
because it ıs only the principal verb that draws all the qualifications to- 
gether, and as for the verb ‘ to be,’ which signifies mere eastence, 1ts fnnc- 
tion ends with each individual qualification itself, and as such ıt cannot 
help ın drawing together the various factors of the sentence And thus 
there can be no material relationship among the qualifications (through the 
verb ‘to be’) the only meaning capable of being got out of the sentence 
being that— whichever things are fifteen m number—and whatever number of 
Ajyas there may be (which are only two distinct unconnected assertions) 

And hence we conclude that the two words cannot afford the necessary 
Injunction, nor can they be taken as descriptive of certain things (in 
connection with the Hymns). because no such thing as the ayya 1s 
generally known to belong to the Hymns, and as such any description of 
it would be absolutely useless 

For these reasons we conclude that the word ın question must be a 
name, in that case one factor could be taken as berg enjoined in connec- 
tion with another which 1s only mentioned in the sentence as an established 
fact That the word ıs an injunctive one has been often repeated, but all 
that is meant by this ıs that ıt serves to point out that which 1s the object 
of an Injunction, because a word that 1s a name has no injunctive force. 

The mention of the number fifteen serving as a measure of the Rk 
verses which are the chief means of the Hymning, 1t directly comes to 
have the character of the stoma, through its limiting of the Hymn itself, 
and as such the afhx ‘da’ in the word ‘ pancadagdm’ becomes easily ex- 
plained 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Agnihotra’ and the lke being the 
names of sacrifices.) 


Sutra (4) There are other sentences mentioning the acces- 
sories 


Objection . “ All names are of two kinds—conventional and literal, and 
as the names of both these kinds having been dealt with in the foregoing 
two Adhkaranas what is left there that we proceed to consider now ?” 

Reply. with regard to the literal names, ıt has been said above that 
they must be taken as names, because otherwise, 1t becomes necessary to 
have recourse to Possessive Indication; and hence the present Adhikarana 
is taken up, ın connection with such literal names as are capable of being 
taken as laying down the accessories of saci fices, without having 1ecourse 
to Possessive Indication. Similarly too, in the next Adhukarana we shall 
treat of such conventional names as are capable of being taken as laying 
down the accessories of sacrifices, without leading to any syntactical split. 

And on this point, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


“ In the case of the word “ Agmhotra ” the Siddhant: also explains the 
“compound as ‘that wherein the offermg ıs made to Agni,’ and the sense 
“of no other compound being coguised we can very easily take the 
“compound as a Bahuvitht, containing within itself a possessive umplica- 
“tion (the compound being explained as ‘that Deity Fire to whom the 
“ offermg is made’), and thereby the word can very easily be taken as 
“laying down an accessory—Deity—of the particular sacrifice And ım 
“support of this interpretation, we could bring forward all the arguments 
“that have been shown ın the Pirvapaksha of Adhikarana (1). And 
“ though ıt 1s true that the Deity Fire is distinctly mentioned ın connec- 
“tion with the Evening Libation (of the Agnthotra), yet we could take 
“the word ‘Agnihotra’ either as laying down the Deity for the Morning 
“Inbation apart from the Evening Inbation, or as laying ıt down in 
“connection with Homa im general, and as such with particular reference 
“ to the Darvr-Homa, &c, which have no Deities mentioned with them- 
“selves, specially as such is the force of the word ‘ yuhoit’ ın the sentence 
“ speaking of the various Homas. 

“In the same manner, an ‘äghāra’ ıs ‘that which ıs poured out,’ 
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“and as such the word ‘dyhdru’ denotes all objects capable of being 
‘noured out, such as Butter, Milk and the like. And in the sentence 
~“ -äghāramäāghārayati’ we find the word ‘ayhiram’ in the Accusative ; 
“and as such pointing out the aforesaid Butter, &c., undergoing a certain 
= preparation by being poured out; and as there can be no such prepara- 
“tion without a definite purpose, we naturally seck for such a purpose. 
= And then, all that is meant by the substances being ‘ poured out’ is that 
“ they are rendered capable of being poured ont, and not that they are all 
~ poured ont, because the function of the word ‘ fghtira’ rests ouly in 
‘the mere signification of the word, and uot in the actual carrying of it 
‘into practice; and hence there is a desire to know what is to be done 
“with the substauce of which (by way of testing) a portion has been 
“ poured out. Even in ordinary experience, we find that when a certain 
“substance is going to be drunk, people make it undergo a process of 
“ purification by being poured out. Thus then, the prepared or purified 
‘substance, being exactly like the extracted juice of the Putika (a sub- 
“ stitute for Soma) or the Phalacamasa prepared for food, stards in need 
“of an Action (that would be performed with it}; and as such it connects 
“itself with the Primary sacrifices of the Dareu-Pai:ramase. But from 
“among these, there are some, such as the Agnéyc, &e., that have their 
“own particular materials distinctly laid down; and henee it is oulvy the 
“ UpAaeu sacrifice that stands in need of the mention of a material: and 
“as such, the liquid material duly prepared, comes to be taken in connec- 
‘tion with this Upffgw sacrifice. As has been well said: ‘A enb- 
“stance, which has been mentioned in connection with a certain pro- 
“cess of purification,—though not related to the Principal sacrifices— 
“comes to be taken along with other sacrifices mentioned in the 
“same context; for otherwise, it would be incapable of any purifica- 
* tion.” 

“ Or, it may be that it is the denotation of the affix only (that is to say, 
‘the mere factor ‘does’ which is denoted by the ‘tip’ affix in ‘dyharayati') 
“that constitutes the Bhavan® of the Upaacu sacrifice—which alone 
e stands in need of the mention of a material—; with reference to which 
“tbe substance @ghara having been laid down by the sentence (in ques- 
t tion), the meaning of the Verbal root (in ‘aghdra’) comes to be taken as 
“ mentioned only as the object of the aforesaid active affix. Or, it may be 
‘that by the mere fact of the ‘ Dhrawvajya’ having been found to be men- 
“tioned, points to the liguid character of the materia]; and hence the 
‘sentence comes to be taken as the injunction of all that is capable of 
“ being poured ont,—for instance, such liquids as Milk, Batter and the 
* like. 

“And thus all that we want being accomplished by the direct 
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“denotation of the verbal root itself, what is the use of taking the word 
“‘aghara’ ase name? Nor do we ever find any merely purificatory action 
“to have particular names 

* Says the Bhashya ‘ It is by direct assertion that the accessory material 
“as enjowned ; and the meaning of this is that the direct mention of the 
“ Accusative ending in the word ‘aghiram’ pomts to the fact of the 
“ aghara being an object to be prepared or purified; and from this we are 
“ led to the conclusion that such a substance duly prepared, cannot bnt be 
“the material of a particular sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply :— 

Inasmuch as in the case in question, we find another sentence laying 
down the accessories of the sacrifice, any pointing out of ıt by the word 
m question would be absolutely useless; and hence we cannot but take it 
to be a name. 

Against this the following argument may be wged: “If one took the 
“word ‘ Agnthotra’ to lay down a Deity for the Evening Homa, and 
“* Aghara’ to lay down a material for the Upangu (for which the acces- 
“ sories are distinctly mentioned), then alone could the laymg down of the 
“accessory by the word ‘ Agnihotia’ or ‘Aghtia’ be said to be use. 
“less, on account of the material being directly enjoined in the sentence 
“dealing with the Evening Libation, &c As a matter of fact, however, 
‘ we take the word ‘ Agnthotra’ as laying down the Deity for a sacnfice 
“which has no Deity mentioned in connection with ıt, and the word 
‘s: Aghfira’ as laying down the material for the Upancu sacrifice, for which 
“no other maternal has been mentioned, and as such how can the other 
“sentences be said to have laid down the Deity and the Material (held to 
“be laid down by the words ‘ Agmhotra’ and ‘ Aghara’ )?” 

To this we make the followmg reply. If the word ‘ Agnihotra’ were 
an Injunction, ıt would stand mm need of an object for itself; and the ques- 
tion would be whether this object would be wncladed in the subject of the 
context, or would there be reasons for transferring 1t elsewhere? The rela- 
tionship of Agne with the kotra (or Homa) having been established by other 
means (such as the Indication of the Mantra ‘ Agnirjyoturjyoteh, &c.’), and m 
accordance with this people being’ found to take up the performance of the 
Agnthotra,—the word ‘ Agnihotra’ distinctly comes to be merely dese ip- 
tive (of a sacrifice laid down elsewhere) It 1s a general rule that all 
accessories are laid down in connection with that which is denoted bv the 
Verbal root in the sentence; and Description too ıs never found to belong 
to any other action save that which forms the subject of the Context And 
hence in the case in question, 1f the word ‘ Agnihotra’ be taken as laying 
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down the accessory Deity in connection with the Homa that forms the sub- 
ject of the Context, then such an accessory could not but be accepted as 
having been pomted out by another direct assertion of the Veda—that 
speaking of the Evenmg Labation of the Agmhotra (inasmuch as ıt 1s 
the Agnihotra as a whole that forms the subject of the Context, and this 
latter sentence distinctly mentions Agm as its Deity), and hence the word 
‘ Agnthotra’ cannot be taken as enjoining the Deity, because such a Deity 
has already been pointed out elsewhere 

And further, ın the case in question, there can be no description of 
that which is signified by the verbal root, because it cannot be spoken of 
as that ‘this forms the subject of the Context’ or that ‘1t docs not’ Conse- 
quently the sentence ‘agnthot:am juhot must be taken as laymg down a 
particular action or Homa (named ‘ Agnihotra’) As for the accessories 
of this Action, they are laid down in the passages dealing with the 
‘Evening’ Inbation, and that containing the word w#dhva,’ hence any 
such action as the pure Agnhotra, (ve. without any, Deity, &c) not 
bemg found to be directly mentioned in the Veda, it cannot be taken 
as the subject of the Context. Nor can the word be taken as being 
descriptive of that which 1s not m elose proximity to it, because 
there are many intervening obstacles; and as such it is as incapable 
of entering our minds as any stray action, lke the Kaundapaywna 
Homa 

If it be held that, ‘ the word might be taken as enjoming the Homa as 
qualified by the Deity Agm,’—then, we reply that this could be possible 
only if the accessories were not laid down by other sentences, as a matter 
of fact, however, we actually find them laid down by other sentences (and 
hence we cannot accept the explanation suggested ). 

Nor do we find any grammatical rule that could justafy our explaining 
the word ‘ Agnthotra’ as a Datwe-Tatpurusha (=‘ the Homa for the sake of 
Agm °), and unless we have this we cannot take the word as laying down 
the Deity; and as for any ordmary relationship between Agni and the 
Homa, this could be pointed out by the Compound, taken as the Gentive— 
Tatpurusha (=‘the Homa of Agnt’) but this could not make the word an 
Injunction of the Deity. 

When, however, the sentence ‘ Aguthotram guhott’ 1s interpreted as— 
‘that Homa wherein the offering is made to Agni comes to be known as 
the Agnihotra,’—the word ‘ Agnihotra’ being taken as a name, descriptive 
of a certain action, whose Deity has boen mentioned ın another sentence,— 
though the genitive in‘agnéh’ would sigmfy a mere relationship mm 
general, yet ıt could satisfy the conditions laid down for the Dative com- 
pound; because the word ‘hotra’ being explained as that which is offered 
(yat hūyatë tadhotram), it becomes 1mpossible for the word ‘ Agmhotram’ to 
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be taken with ‘juhot’ unless we explain the compound as a Bahuvrihi, 
pointing to something else (aqneh hotram aguihotham, yasmin karmani 
agnihotram tacca agmhotiam, ‘that action in which the kotra or the material 
offered belongs to Agni’), and in this manner the word ‘ Agnihotia’ could 
be taken ın the first instance, as the Genitzze-Tatpurusha (the Homa of 
Agni) having the force of the Dative, just as in the case of the compound 
‘ Acvaghasa,’ we know that the grass is for the sake of the horse yet as 
the one 15 not the material cause of another (which 19 a necessary condi- 
iion for a Dative-Tatpurusha), the compound cannot be spoken of as a 
Dative-Tatpurusha ; and hence we declare the compound to be a Genitive- 
Tatpuriusha having the sense of the Dative 

Nor can the word be taken as laying down the Deity Fue for the 
Morning Libation alone, asin that case, the Homa, as mdicated by the 
Bahuriiht compound (‘ Agmhotia ) having been aheady got at, it would 
be only its accessories,—in the shape of the material and the Deity, as de- 
noted by two distinct words ‘hatra’ and ‘agni’ respectively,—whose 1e- 
lationship will have to be taken as hemg enjoined br the afhx in the word 
‘guthotz ? And again, though the Deity (Fire) 1s known (fiom the sentence 
mentioning the Evening Inbation) only in connection with one pait of the 
Agnthotra, yet this cannot remove the fact of the word ‘ Aynthotra’ being 
a name descriptive of the facts already got at from the other sentence 
(dealing with its various parts) 

As for the word ‘agidra,’ ıt is with a very preat difficulty that we 
can establish 1ts relationship to the Upānçu sacrifice. 

And though the meaning of the verbal root (juhott, &e ) can be taken 
only in the character of the Instrument, yet the words ‘ Aynihotiam’ and 
‘Aghtiam’ (in the Accusative) could be taken along with that factor of 
the Action which is yet to be accomplished. [That 1s to say, there can be 
no instrumentality apart fiom the activity of the agent, and hence the 
Instrumental character of that which 15 denoted by the verbal root would 
always indicate an action of the agent, and this could not be possible 
without something to be accomplished by that action, and hence the 
meaning of the root would also contain an element of this something to be 
accomplished, which must be im the objective case, and as such quite 
capable of being taken along with such other objectives as ‘ Agnihotram’ 
or ‘ Agharam.,'| 

And again, the word ‘āghūra’ 1s not very easily recognised as being 
the name of any particular materal, nor agam is a material ever found 
to be laid down by means of a word with the Accusative ending (as it is 
always enjomned by means of one m the Instrumental case) , and hence 
these words, being recognised as descriptive of the sacrifice, cannot be 
taken as laymg down other materials for it. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 


(Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Cyéna’ and the like being the names 
of sacrifices. } 


Sutra (5). It points to the Action. 

As passages treated of in the present ddhikarana, we can take the 
sentences cited in the Bhashya, and others also, but not the sentence 
‘athaisha jyotth, &e.’; because in this latter the word not haying the 
Instrumental ending, it could never be taken as laying down an Accessory. 
When however these very words appear with the Instrumental ending, 
in other sentences, then they do become included in the present discussion, 
Or, even these may be accepted as forming the basis of the present dis- 
cussion; inasmuch as though having the Nominative ending, yet the 
word ‘jyotth’ may be taken as merely mentioning a particular material ; 
and it would be quite possible for another sentence laying down an action 
to be performed with this material. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘Gyénéna, in the sentence ‘Cyénenabhicaran yajéta,’ 
“must be taken as laying down-the material for sacrifice; and in support 
“of this we could bring forward all the arguments shown in the Parva- 
“paksha of Adhikarana (1). Nor do we find the component parts of the 
“word ‘ Gyéua’ pointing to any sacrifice, Fhe only way of making it 
“ refer to a sacrifice would be by making ` Cyéua’ = Cyenavat (that which 
“ts like the Cyéna) ; and certainly this would be an extremely round-about 
“way of taking the word. And it is far more saan to have recourse 
“to Possessive Indication, explaining ‘ Gyéuéna’ ‘Cyénavata yagena 
= (the sacrifice which has the Cyéua or the Kite for ie Sea. Nor is it 
“necessary to assume the existence of the possessive affix matup and then 
‘eliminate it; because the Çyēna being distinctly recognised (through the 
¢ Instr aa case-ending) as the means (of obtaining the particular 
‘“result), it naturally points to its invariable concomitant, the Action 
“which is accomplished by its means. (Thatis, the word ‘Gyénéea 
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“itself would point to the sacrifice performed with the Cyéna as the 
“ material) 

“ And again, as for the posssesive umplication, ıt would be cogmised at 
“the tame of the comprehending of the sentence, on account of the fact of 
“the words occurring in a single sentence The implication of similarity 
‘‘ however would be cognised at the time of comprehendmg the word itself, 
“and as such this cannot be admitted to be much weaker than the former. 
“That is to say, 1f the word ‘Cyéna’ be taken as laying down the Kite as 
“ the material of a saciifice, the word ‘ Cyéna,’ ım subsequently mdicating 
“the sacrifice at which the Kite 1s used as the matertal, does not entirely 
‘“ give up its own signification, while when the word itself ıs pronounced 
“16 only points to its own signification—the Kite—as the material to be 

used On the other hand, when the word ‘ Cyéna’ 1s taken as pointing to 
‘a sacrifice sumilar to the Kite, 1n this no trace of the o1iginal signification of 
“ the word is found to be pomting to something else similar (to the kites) , 
“and thus this theory would involve the contingency of rejecting the 
“ direct denotation of the word ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this, we make the following reply That which ıs enjoimed ıs 
always found to be eulogised by means of its simula1ity with a different 
thing, and itis never found to be eulogised by the pointing out of any 
similarity with itself And ım the case of the sentence in question, we 
meet with such eulogistic passages as— just as the Kite springs upon its 
prey and kills ıt, so does the performer of this sacrifice fall upon luis 
enemies,’ where we find the Praise based upon a similazity , and itis 
certain that the Praise must belong to that which has been enjomed (1n the 
sentence ‘ Cyénénabhicaian, &c’) If then, the word,‘ Gyéna’ m this Injunc- 
tive sentence be taken as enjoining the Kite as the material for the sacrifice, 
then ıt would be the Kte that would be the object of the Praise m the 
above passage, butitis not proper to speak of ıt as bemng similar to 
itself 

It may be urged here that—“ we do find certain mmstances where the 
“pointing out of absolute identity constitutes a great praise, inasmuch 
“as it shows that there 1s nothing equal to the object sought to be praised, 
“ e.g, we have such praises as—‘ the battle between Rama and Ravana was 
like the battle between Rama and Ravana ’” 

This 1s true enough, but in ordinary parlance we find that even such 
praises are based upon an assumed diversity of time, place, &e , (between 
that which 1s described and that which 1s cited in the sumile) But in the 
case im question, we find that the word can be taken in such a way as to 
leave a difference between the object praised and the object cited, ım the 
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simile: and hence in this case we can have no ground for assuming any 
cifference (of the Kite from itself). That is to say, if we take the word 
‘Cyéna’ as the name of a sacrifice, there is no difficulty in having the 
‘ Cy@na’-Sacrifice described (and praised) as being similar to the ‘Gyéna’ 
Bird. Otherwise it would be necessary to have recourse to the indication 
of the possessive implication, as also that of an implication of similarity 
(‘he word ‘Cyéza’ being made to indicate the ‘Cyénavat’ sacrifice, and 
then we would have to assume a similarity of the Cyéna bird with itself); 
and your theory would have to take recourse to another complication, of 
having to assume a difference of the Kite from itself (in order to explain 
the simile contained in the eulogistic passage). Nor is it possible for you 
to take the word ‘ Gyéna’ as pointing to the material of the sacrifice, and 
then to transfer the Praise (which really belongs to the sacrifice) to the 
material connected with it; because the Injunction of the sacrifice itself 
yy the sentence * Gyénénibhicarun ynjëta’) has not been set aside. That is 
to say, it is only the praise of something not enjoined that is transferred 
to something else; while, in the case in question, we find the sacrifice itself 
to be directly enjoined, and as such quite capable of being taken along 
with the Praise; aud hence we cannot accept the material (Kite) to be 
either enjoined (by the sentence ‘ Cyéna,’ &c.) or praised (by the eulogistic 
passage quoted). And your theory of the transfereuce of the Praise would 
involve another complication of making the sacrifice indicate the material. 

And on account of the word Cyénéna’ occuriing along with the word 
‘ yajéta,’ the former is as directly denotative of the Sacrijice as that of the 
Material (Bird). While you have recourse to Indication in the Injunction 
itself, I accept it only in the descriptive detail. 

And as for the elimination of the possessive affix, such an elimination is 
possible only when the word expresses a property and not when it expresses 
a substance (like the Bird) Vide Vartiku on Panini I~iy—19— gunava- 
canébhyah,’ &c. As for the implication of similarity, on the other hand, it 
is due to a distinct word, ‘sva, which, being a word by itself, can appear 
of itself after any word (and there can be no such restriction as in the 
case of the Possessive affix Muiup). Aud again, the Possessive Indication 
will have to be assumed while the similarity is a well-established fact, as 
pointed ont by the simile in the eulogistic passage. 

And in this connection also, we can bring forward, against the present 
Pdéreapaksha, all the objections that have heen urged against the Parvapak- 
shas of the foregoing Adhikuranus :—viz: The necessity of the Verb aban- 
doning its own meaning and taking up that of another, the extreme remote- 
ness of the meaning of tlie affix, and so forth. 
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“itself would point to the sacrifice performed with the Cyéna as the 
“ material) 

“ And again, as for the posssesive implication, ıt would be cognised at 
“the time of the compiehending of the sentence, on account of the fact of 
“the words occurring in a single sentence The implication of semilarity 
“ however would be cognised at the time of comprehending the word itself , 
“and as such this cannot be admitted to be much weaker than the former, 
“That is to say, 1f the word *Cyéna’ be taken as laying down the Kite as 
“the material of a saciifice, the word ‘ Qyéna,’ ım subsequently indicating 
“the sacrifice at which the Kite ıs used as the matertal, does not entirely 
‘‘ sive up its own signification, while when the word itself ıs pronounced 
“it only points to its own signification—the Kite—as the material to be 

used On the other hand, when the word ‘Cyéna’ 1s taken as pointing to 
“a sacrifice sumilar to the Kite, in this no trace of the original signification of 
“ the word ıs found to be pomting to something else similar (to the kites) , 
“and thus this theory would involve the contingency of rejecting the 
“ direct denotation of the word ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this, we make the following reply That which 1s enjoined ıs 
always found to be eulogised by means of its simularity with a different 
thing; and itis never found to be eulogised by the pomting out of any 
similarity with itself And in the case of the sentence in question, we 
meet with such eulogistic passages as— just as the Kite springs upon its 
prey and kills ıt, so does the performer of this sacrifice fall upon his 
enemies,’ where we find the Praise based upon a similarity , and itis 
certain that the Praise must belong to that which has been enjoined (im the 
sentence ‘ Cyénénabhicaran, d&c’) If then, the word, ‘ Gyéna’ in this Inyunc- 
tive sentence be taken as enjoining the Kite as the material for the sacrifice, 
then ıt would be the Kite that would be the object of the Praise in the 
above passage, butitis not proper to speak of ıt as being similar to 
itself. 

It may be urged here that—“ we do find certam instances where the 
“pointing out of absolute identity constitutes a great praise, inasmuch 
“as ıt shows that theire 1s nothing equal to the object sought to be praised, 
“ e.g, we have such praises as—‘ the battle between Rama and Ravana was 
‘ like the battle between Rama and Ravana’” 

This is true enough, but in ordinary parlance we find that even such 
praises are based upon an assumed diversity of time, place, &c , (between 
that which 1s described and that which 1s cited in the simmle) But in the 
case m question, we find that the word can be taken m such a way as to 
leave a difference between the object praised and the object cited, i the 
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“ sacrifice) by means of the word yaj&ta’ (inasmuch as the unaccomplished 
“sacrifice cannot operate as the Instrument) the sacrifice itself comes to 
“be recognised as an objective (something to be accomplished); and it 
“ is for the sake of this objective that the accessory (Vaju;éya) is laid down 
‘asthe Instrument; and thus there is no need for a Possessive Indication,” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (T). The two actions becoming the same, this cannot be. 


At first, with particular reference to the case of the Vajapéya, we 
offer the following reply : 

The word ‘ Vaapéya’ would mean a certain preparation of flow, 
sugar, &c., and thus the sacrifice at which such a mixture of grain would 
be employed as the material, would, by this similarity of material, become 
an ‘ Aishtika’ sacrifice (which is a name given to all sacrifices with grairs, 
‘ Saumika’ being the name of all that are performed with the juices of 
creepers, and ‘Pacu’ referring to all at which the flesh of animals is 
offered.) [And thereby the Principal Primary of all Aishtikas heing the 
Darça-Purnamāsa, it is the procedure of this sacrifice that would have to be 
followed in the sacrifice in question; whereas as a matter of fact, the pro- 
cedure followed at it is that of the Jyotishtoma, which is the Principal 
Primary of all Saumtkas.] And hence we conelude that the word ‘ Vāja- 
peya ” in the sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the 
material for the sacrifice. 


Sutra (8). A single word would have an extraneous significa- 
tion. 

We can have a Simultaneous Relationship only in a case where an 
object, in one and the same form, is found to be equally helpful (to both 
the factors with which its Simultaneous Relationship is desired}, In 
a case however where the help accorded to the two factors is not equal, 
it becomes necessary to repeat the word (denotating the object so related) 
(and there can be no simultaneity in its Relationship). 

There are two ways of having the Simultaneous Relationship,—either 
by taking each word or sentence by itself, or by taking them collectively, 
according as what is signified by the verb occupies the secondary or the 
primary position (in the sentence). 

Thus then, in the case in question, if the material Vajapéya be held 
to be enjoined as a means or Instrument with reference to the sacrifice, then 
the Result (Sovereignty of Heaven} cannot be taken as the Instrument, 
because in that case, there would be no result for the sacrifice. Because 
in all cases the Result is such as is borne in mind (as something to be accom- 
plished by means of the sacrifice) ; and hence, in the case in question, if the 
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Sovereignty of Heaven be taken as the Instrument for the accomplish- 
ment of the sacrifice, then it would be a mere accessory detail of the 
sacrifice itself (and as such could not be something to be accomplished). 

As for the Sacrifice also, it can be taken as an Instrument, only for 
the accomplishment of the Result, and not for that of the Material; 
because if the Sacrifice were taken as the means of purifying or preparing 
the material, this would not be compatible with the Instrumental case- 
ending (in ‘ Vajapéyena’) (because that which is spoken of as some- 
thing to be purified, has always the Accusative ending). Nor do we find 
any use for the particular material thus purified by the sacrifice; and as 
such we cannot very well accept this interpretation. 

In the same manner, it can be shown that the Sacrifice and the Result 
cannot be taken as the instrument for the accomplishment of the material. 

Nor can both the Sacrifice and the Material be taken as Instruments 
in the accomplishment of the Result; because all that is necessary having 
been accomplished by only one of them, there could be no Injunction of 
the other (which would be comparatively uscless). This we shall explain 
in detail later on (in Adhy@y& II) where the Bhashya declares— In a 
case where the transcendental result is accomplished by one sacrifice, any- 
thing else must be taken as having its use only in the help that it accords 
to the former sacrifice.’ 

Nor can we admit of the Sacrifice, as specified by the particular material, 
to be the object enjoined by the sentence in question; because that would 
necessitate our having recourse to Possessive Indication. 

Thus then, the only construction that would apply to the sentence in 
question (if the ‘Vajapeya’ be taken as laying down the material) would 
be this: “one should accomplish the Result by means of the sacrifice, and 
the Sacrifice by means of the Material vajapéya.” Thus then, with refer- 
ence to the Result, the sacrifice would be comprehended as—(a) the Insiru- 
ment, (b) the Object of Injunction and (c) the Secondary Element (being only 
the means to an end); and at the same time, with reference to the Material 
the same sacrifice would be recognised as having the contrary characters 
of— (a) the object in contemplation (sought to be accomplished, (b) the object 
described (in contradistinction to that enjoined), and (c) the Primary factor 
(being the result sought to be accomplished), Andas such there can be no 
Simulinne-us Relationship (which thus necessitates the attribution of the 
aforesaid two sets of contradictory characters). Because if we admit of 
the one set of characters mentioned above, the other set (being its con- 
tradictory) cannot be accepted; while if both be accepted, a syntactical 
split would be the inevitable result. Because wherever we have to attri- 
bute to the sacrifice, the characters of the object in contemplation, as well 
as those of the Instrument, &c., it always becomes necessary to assume two 
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distinct sentences (as one and the same sentence cannot express two con- 
tradictory properties). 

The Objector is made to urge (in the Bhiashya): “ But in the present 
“case also, we actually find two separate sentences—(1) ‘ one desiring the sover- 
“eignty of Heaven should perform the sacrifice,’ and (2) ‘one should perform 
“ the sacrifice with the Vajapéya material,’” And all that is done in this is 
to put forth more explicitly the aforesaid Simultaneous Relationship of the 
Sacrifice. 

The reply given in the Bhishya is: We find in the sentence only four 
words (‘ Vajapéyéna svarajya-kamo yajéta’) [and not five, as shown in the 
construction]; and the sense of this is that, inasmuch as the relation that 
the sacrifice bears to the two (the Material and the Result) is not equal, 
there can be no such Simultaneous Relationship. 

The idea, however, by which the Objector has been led away is that the 
form of the word ‘ yajéia’ is the same in the two sentences, and as such 
there can be no harm in taking it in common with the two sentences, And 
this is what the Bhashya denies, on the ground that in the interpretation 
of a word, its denotation is the more significant factor; and as such the 
difference in the denotations of the word ‘ yajéta,’ as it appears in the two 
sentences, cannot but make us take the word itself to be different in the 
two sentences (as in one it denotes the object in contemplation, while in 
the other it denotes the object enjoined). 

The Objector is made to retort (in the Bhdshya): “It has been said 
that in case the word ‘ Vajapéya’ be taken as laying down the material for the 
sacrifice, the sacrifice becomes an object described; but by what would it be 
described, §c., &c.” What is meant by all this is that there is no real differ- 
ence (between the word ‘yajéta’ as used in one sentence and as used in the 
other). 

But, even in the case of an Injunction of the material, it is only a 
verb that can be taken as having the Injunctive character; and hence, 
the word ‘ Vajyapéya’ not being a verb, it cannot be accepted to be [njunc- 
tive (of the material). 

Says the Bhashya: If we admit of an Injunction in both cases, Fe. And 
the sense of this is that, if the sacrifice be held to be enjoined with reference 
to the Result and the Material, then,—even if we do not take into account 
the fact of the sacrifice having a secondary character,—the mere fact of 
the verb having only a secondary character would make each of the two 
sentences complete in itself (independently of the other); and as such 
there would be no connection between the two sentences, [and hence the 
Vajapéya could not be recognised as the material to be employed in that 
sacrifice which is performed with the purpose of obtaining the sovereignty 
of Heaven]. 
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It may be urged that, the Vajapéya would be recognised as the materia] 
to be employed in the particular sacrifice, by the fact of the two sentences 
occurring in the same Context, just as in the case of the sentence, ‘ Vrihi- 
bhiryajéta’; though there is nothing in the sentence itself to show that the 
Vrihi is the material to be employed in the Darga-Purnamasa, yet the fact 
of the sentence occurring in the context of that sacrifice distinctly points 
to the Vrihi as a material to be employed in it. 

But this cannot be; because the sentence in question is taken to be an 
injunction of the sacrifice only (while in the case of the sentence‘ Vrihibhir- 
yajéta,’ the Context leads us toa definite conclusion, because in this, there 
is a transcendental result in question ; while there is no such result in the 
case of the Injunction of the Sacrifice as the means of accomplishing the 
Material; aud as such the Context cannot be of any help in the matter). 

Thus then, we find that if the method of Simultaneous Relationship is 
accepted, then it is only independently of each other that the Material and 
the Result are found to be related to the Sacrifice; specially as if the 
Sacrifice be taken as related to the one as qualified by the other, a Syntac- 
tical split is the inevitable result. 

And hence before the full context of all that is connected with the 
particular Result, in the shape of the sovereignty of Heaven, has been 
completed,—if the word ‘ Vajapéyéna’ be taken as laying down a material, 
such a material being connected with sacrifices in general, it would come 
to be recognised as related, either to all sacrifices, or to the Sacrifices bring- 
ing about certain transcendental results. The case of the sentence, ‘ Vrz- 
hibhiryajéta,’ is different; because in that case, the context has been fully 
completed by means of the sentences dealing with the Darga-Pdérnamasa 
Sacrifices; and then, if the material zhi is laid down, it is at once recog- 
nised as belonging to the Darcga-Pirnamasa. And this not being the case 
with the sentence under consideration, there can be no similarity between 
the two cases. 

Thus then, we conclude that the word ‘Vajapéya’ being found to be 
distinctly co-extensive with the Sacrifice performed by persons desiring the 
sovereignty of Heaven, we cannot neglect this co-extensiveness ; and as such, 
the word cannot but be the name of the particular sacrifice. 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ Agnéya’ and the lke not 
being the names of Sacritices. | 


Sutra (9). If they were not laid down by another sentence. 
the Sacrifice as well as 1ts Accessories would be enjoined by the 
word; because of their being mixed up in the Injunctive word. 


The character and the function of Names having been explaimed, we 
proceed to consider certain exceptions to them. 

It may be asked why the case of the Darm-Home alsois not taken up 
for consideration on the present occasion But the fact is that this Homa 
has also been dealt:with under Sätra I—1v—4. And, as a’maiter of fact, on 
the present occasion we are treating only of the words treating of the 
objects of Injunction, whereas in the 8th Adhyaya we shall treat of the 
words contained ın Arthavada passages, such for instance as—‘ If one should 
perform only one sacrifice, he should perform the‘ Darm-Homa’ Or, ıt may 
be that when the fact of the word ‘ Darri-Homa’ being thenameof a sacri- 
fice has been established, ıt 18 only its peculiarities that are considered in 
the 8th Adhya&ya, while on the present occasion we consider only the 
general characteristics of names And as for the question of the word 
‘ Darvi-Homa’ laying down an Accessory Material, it has been brought 
in under the 8th Adhyaya, only by way of an objection to the theory pro- 
pounded there, introduced only ın the course of the discussion, because the 
main object of the 8th Adhyaya 1s the consideration of Apirva. 

Now then, which are the passages laying down the action of which the 
word ‘Agnéya’ (as contamed in the sentence ‘ dgnéyishtakapald bhavatı ’) 
could be the name ? 

The answer to this constitutes the 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The Sentence ’ ashtikapald bhavatı ` expresses a Bhavana, with a cer- 
“ tain order of sequence, pomted out by the material only, and for the sake 
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“ of such Bhdvands, in the same order as themselves, we find certain Mantras 
“the couplets of the Yajya and the Anuvakyd, &c.—dedicated to such 
“ deities as Agni and the rest; and these Mantras, coming to be employed 
“in the order of the Bhdvands, distinctly point, through their own expres- 
“ sive Power, to the Deities belonging to each of these Bhavands; as other- 
“ wise, these Mantras could not be of any use in the sacrifices ; as the only 
“ useful purpose that the Mantras can serve in a sacrifice, is the pointing 
“out either of the process of the Action, or of such accessories connected 
“with it, as the Deity or the Material; and in the case im question 
“we find that the Mantras do not point out any Action or Material; 
“and if the Agni, &e., that are mentioned in them do not be recognised 
“as having any connection with the Sacrifices, the Mantras themselves 
“could not be accepted as having anything to do with the Sacrifices; 
“therefore on account of the fact of the Mantras forming parts of the 
“ Sacrifice being well recognised, we cannot but conclude that Agni and 
“ the rest, that are pointed out by the Mantras, must have some connection 
“ with the sacrifices ; and inasmuch as these form the chief objects pointed 
‘out by the Mantras, Agni and the rest come to be recognised as Deities; 
“ and ason this score the sacrifices do not differ from the Mantras, the same 
* Deities come to be known as the Deities of the sacrifices. And again, the 
“ Purodaga or Cake spoken of as ‘Ashtakapdla’ is of the nature of a Havi 
“ (material to be offered to a Deity); and as such by its very nature it 
“ appears'to be something to be employed in the sacrifice; and as such by 
“its very character of an ‘offering’ it stands in need of the mention 
“of the Deity to whom it would be offered ; and this want is supplied by 
“the Mantras. Thus then we find that the sacrifices having their materials 
“ and Deities distinctly laid down in the sentence ‘Asht@kapdlo bhavati,’ the 
‘word ‘ Agn®y&’ must be taken as the name of these sacrifices, on account 
“of the reasons shown under Sūtra I—iv—4. 

“ Or, the as*éakapala’ having the character of an offering (because the 
“word signifies the cakes as purified in the eight vessels, and that which 
“ig purified cannot but be meant as an offering to the gods),--we have an 
“Injunction for cutting them into two pieces, and then there is another 
“ Injunction for ‘spreading them and pouring them out, with a view to 
“ purifying them, which process finally makes the cakes divided into four 
“ piepes each; and then we have the Injunction ‘offers the quartered 
“ cake,’ which points to the fact of the Homa also being four in number ; 
“ and thus the four Deities Agni, &c., also, as pointed out by the mantras, 
ë coming to be recognised as the Deities of the Homas, the word ° Agnéya’ 
“cannot but be taken as a Name. This explanation saves us from the 
& anomaly of accepting an Injunction of many objects (which is inevitable 
“ when the word is not taken asa Name}.” | 
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SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply: When the sacrifices are not 
laid down by any other word, then these sacrifices as well as their acces- 
sories must be taken as enjoined by the word in question, because they 
are not separate from it. 

The sacrifice cannot be taken as enjoined, by the mere mention of a 
certain relationship between a certain Material, a Deity and the prepara- 
tion of -these (as shown in the Pirvapaksha). Why? Because the Material 
(Cake) by itself cannot have anything to do with the Maniras (the Yajya, 
&c.) (because it is only after the material has been, recognised as one to be 
offered at a sacrifice that there arises a desire to learn with what Mantra 
the offering is to be made). Nor do we recognise the Material as having 
any connection with the words denoting something else (for instance, the 
words of the Mantras pointing out particular Deities). Thatis to say, 
tha mere declaration ‘ashiakapa@lo bhavati’ does not lay down any action 
of the human agent, during the performance of which the Mantras could 
be required as reminding the agent of certain details of the action. Nor 
is the mere being of the cake an action to be performed by the human agent, 
because each action has a definite agent (and the agent of this being is the 
Cake itself), And as the Material already exists, there can be no mahiny 
of it by the agent, and as such even this cannot be taken as standing in 
need of the Mantra which would remind the Agent of it. As for the 
Mantras themselves—‘ agnirmirdha, d&c.’—they do not express either the 
Material orits action; and as such, even through this there could nut be 
any relationship between the Mantras, and the Material; specially as the 
Material has no connection with the words of the Mantra, that denote 
Agni and the rest. 

And again, the Cake could not be recognised as having the character 
either of the Sacrifice or of an offering (Havi); and as such it could not 
stand in need of the mention of a Deity to whom it would be offered; 
and hence too, the Muntras could not have any connection with the Material 
(cake). That is to say, if the Sacrifice were recognised first of all, then 
alone could there be a desire to know the Deity to whom the sacrifice 
would be offered; and then alone could the Mantras, pointing out the 
Deities, have any connection with the Material; as a matter of fact. 
however, no Sacrifice is demoted by the word ‘bhavati’ in the sentence 
‘ ashtākapālo bhavati? And until its connection with the Sacrifice ha» 
been fully comprehended, the Cake cannot be recognised to have the charac: 
ter of an offering or Havi; because the word ‘Havi’ isa relative term 
(depending for its full connotation upon an idea of that to which the offer- 

ing is to be made), and it is not an absolute term, denoting the natural 
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form of any object by itself. Because we find that the same material, 
Milk, &c., which, when offered at sacrifices, is called by the name of ‘ Havi’ 
(offering), is not so called, when not in eonnection with a sacrifice. 

The same arguments apply to the theory of the word ‘ @gnéya’ being 
a@name, based upon the mention of the offering of the quartered ‘Cake’ 
(see above). 

In the case of such words as ‘äghāra’ and the like, the ‘ agharana ’ 
(or pouring ont) is an action; and as such by itself it stands in need of a 
Mantra; and this Mantra, thus pointed out, and having its use laid down 
by a distinct direction in the Veda, it is only right that we should accept 
it as pointing out a Deity. 

And again, there are only three ways of pointing out the Deity of a 
sacrifice :—viz: (1) by means of a nominal afix, (2) by means of the Dative 
case-ending; and (3) by means of certain expressive words in the Mantra ; 
and among these the one that follows is always weaker in authority than 
that which precedes it. And in the case in question, when we find the 
Deity being distinctly pointed out by the nominal afix in the word 
‘agnéya’ (which is the most authoiitative way of mentioning the Deity), 
why should we have recourse to the least authoritative method, holding 
the Deity to be pointed out by the words in the Mantras (the Yajya, &c.) ? 
specially as it is only an Apparent Inconsistency that can justify our hav- 
ing recourse to this method of arriving at the Deity; but when we find the 
Deity actually pointed out by the nominal affix, and there is no inconsis- 
tency, any recourse to it is most unjustifiable. 

Thus then, we conclude that the relationship between the Material 
(Cake) and the Deity (Agni) is pointed out by the word ‘ dgnéya,’ and the 
sacrifice comes to be enjoined by means of the word ‘ bhavati,’ as aided by 
this word and certain Arthavaéda passages (eulogising the offering of the 
cake as prepared in the eight vessels) ; and then it is that, there being a 
further desire to learn the details of the sacrifice, the Veda lays down the 
Mantras (the Yajya, &c.) in a certain order of sequence. And thus we 
find that we cannot but accept the Injunction to lay down many things 
(the Deity, the Sacrifice, the Mantra, &c.). 

The word ‘ Vidhdnarthé’ in the Sutra has been explained in the Bha- 
shya as in the word with the nominal affix; and the sense of this is that the 
word with the nominal affie is capable of serving the purposes of an Injunc- 
tion. 

All the following factors appear mixed up in (not separate form) 
this word ‘ agnéya’: (1) the Deity is mentioned by the original basic noun 
' Agni;’ (2) the material offered to that Deity is expressed by the nomi- 
nal affix ‘dhak;’ (3) the relationship of the Material and the Deity also is 
pointed oat by the implication of the same affix; (4) the word ‘ ushidkapa@la’ 
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being in the same form, and hence co-extensive with the word ‘fignéyu,’ it 
comes to be recoguised, together with all its attendant qualifications (that 
is. the Cakes as prepared in the eight vessels}, as qualifying, ard thus in- 
cluded in, the denotation of the word ‘@ynéya,’ (5> the fact of the Material 
being dyz8ya (belonging to Agni) cannot be accomplished, unless it is 
made so by a human agent (offering it to Agni); and hence the word 
` ignéya ’ indicates the Bhavana {action of the agent) also; and {^} lastly 
there could be no such Bhdrani—ji.e., the materia} conid uct be made 
agnéyi—without the performance of a Sacrifice; and hence the word 
‘fiynéya’ must be taken as indicating also a particular Action of the Agent 
in the shape of the sacrifice, 

Thus then, the chief Injunction being contained in the word with 
the Nominal afz, and all other attendant accessories also being indicated 
hy it, there is no occasion for any syntactical split. 

And as an Injunction of the Accusative Noun (ydi1m} as denoted by 
the verbal root (‘yajéu’) is always preceded hy an Iniunetion of the 
Bhavana, even though the Bhavani may not he directly mentioned, yet it 
is always accepted to be enjoined, as qualified by the ‘sacrifice;’ anil al! 
the other qualifications are indicated hy Apparent Tuconsistency (of the 
Injunction of the qualified Bhdvand, which could not be possible withoat 
an injunction of the gyvalifcaticns), Itis this Bldravf that is meaut by 
the word ‘ Sambandka’ in the Bhdskya (in the sentence—sa-auhundhe hi 
vidhiyamiine na gakyaté sambandhindvaridadyn vihita ci raké on); beeaase 
tis this Bhäranā that contains within itself all the factors of the rohi- 
tionship in question; specially as it is not possivle for any mere relution- 
zhip of the Material and the Deity to be enjoined; because this relntion- 
ship does not contain within itself any elemens of Action. 

The word ‘avibhagdt’ means—‘inasmuch as the word implics ali the 
factors (ennmerated above)’; and the qualifying sentence ‘if they aie nul 
laid down by any other word’ points to the fact of Appurent Inconsistency 
being the only ground of accepting the Injunction of the various factors uf 
the relationship. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 


[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Varhih’ and the like being ex- 
pressive of a genus.] 


Sutra (10). The words ‘Varhth’ and ‘ Ajya’ being found to 
be applied even to such articles (grass and butter) as have not un- 
dergone any purificatory process, they cannot be taken to be ex- 
pressive of such purified materials only. 


In connection with Names, we proceed to consider, in the next three 
Adhikaranus, the significations of the names of Materials. 

Though the Sūtra mentions only the two words ‘ Varhih’ and ‘ Ajya,’ 
yet the Bhashya adds the word ‘ Purodaga’ also; because the case of all 
these words is exactly similar. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


According to the Satra I—iii—9, it is clear that these words are used, 
“ by sacrificers, with reference to the purified materials only ; and as there is 
“ nothing incongruous in accepting the same fact in all cases, we conclude 
“ that the words in question have their significations based upon the puri- 
“fication of the materials. Specially, as a matter of fact, we find that in 
“ordinary parlance, people do not make use of such words as ‘ purodaga’ 
“and the like ; and hence just as the word ‘ yipa’ is applied only to a post 
“that has undergone a certain process of preparation and purification, so 
“the words in question also express only such materials as have been pre- 
“ pared and purified in a particular manner. ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


But it is not so; because when a word is found, even in one place, to 
be expressive of the Class, there being no reason for rejecting this denota- 
tion, we cannot assume any other signification of it (in the shape of puri- 
fied materials, &e). 

That is to say, it is a well-recognised fact that the words in the Veda 
are the same as those in ordinary parlance ; and their significations too are 
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the same in both ; and hence the Veda being dependeat upon the meanings 
of words as known among ordinary people, when a certain word has once 
been found to be denotative of the Class, there can be no ground for as- 
suming any other expressive potency in the word. And further, as the 
Class ‘ Varhi’ (grass) is present in the purified grass also, we can have no 
reason for denying the fact of the Class being denoted by the word, even 
when it occurs in the Veda. 

And further, even before the grass has undergone the process of cut- 
ting, &c., the Veda lays down the Injunction of such cutting (such as ‘the 
grass should be cut ’) ; and in this it is clear that the word ‘ grass’ is used 
in the orcinary sense of the Class (because there could be no cutting of 
that which has already been cut). 

Thus we find that the word ‘grass’ is never used apart from the 
class, while it is found to be used (in ordinary parlance) apart from any 
idea of the special processes of purification, &c.; because no purifications 
are laid down in connection with ordinary parlance, no words in ordinary 
parlance could be accepted as expressing any purified material. 

Nor can the case of the word ‘grass’ be said to be similar to that of 
the word ‘yipa’; because the denotation of the former is otherwise ex- 
plicable; and in the case of the latter, we accept it to be expressive of 
the prepared post, because the word is not known to express anything in ordi- 
nary parlance. 

That is to say, at the time that we come across the Injunction of 
the cutting of the wood for the post, or of the fastening of the animal to 
the post,—if we had any idea of any meaning of the word ‘ post,’ as known 
in ordinary parlance, then we could never have any necessity of subvert- 
ing the natural order of words—in the Injunction ‘the post should be 
cnut’—and construing it as—‘ that which is cut is the post’ (in which case 
the post which is the subject in the original sentence is made the predicate, 
and vice versa). The case of the words ‘grass,’ &c., however, is different 
(their signification being fully recognised in ordinary parlance). 


d3 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


[Treating of the fact of the word ‘ prokshani’ being taken an its literal 
signification. | 


Sutra (11): Inthe case of such words as ‘ prokshani’ and the 
like, there is a distinct compatibility of the literal meaning. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The conventional meaning of a word being based upon the direct 
“mention of the word, ib cannot but be accepted as more authoritative 
‘than the hteral meaning which is based upon the signification of its 
“individual component parts, whose functioning is hke that of Syntaz 
“(which is always weaker in its authority than Direct Assertion). That 
“is to say, in the case of the conventional meanings of words, people 
“ coonise these directly by means of the letters of the word (as pronoun- 
“ eed); whereas in the case of the literal meaning, it cannot but be more 
“or less indirect, inasmuch as it rests in the signification of the individual 
“ component parts of the word.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


All this may be quite true; but we must admit the component 
parts themselves to have individual expressive potencies of their own; as 
otherwise there could be no literal meaning of the word. And hence it 
is only where there is no hteral meaning (compatible with the sentence) 
that a certain signification being found to have been assigned to the word 
by convention,—we are obliged to accept this latter meaning ; there being 
no other way (of making the word compatible with the sentence in which 
it occurs). 

That is to say, it is only when the conventional meaning has been 
fully established that it sets aside the literal meaning; and, asa matter of 
fact, it is accepted to be fully established, only by some other means of 
knowledge, when the word is found to be used in a sense totally different from 
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the previously recognised literal one; as for instance, when the word 
‘agvakarna’ is used as the name of a tree, which has no connection with 
horse’s ear. In this case, the word is found to be used in a sentence where 
it cannot have the meaning that is expressed by ıt literally ; and hence from 
the Apparent Inconsistency of its such usage, we are obliged to assume 
(conventionally) another expressive potency for it. And thus it is only 
in such cases as that of the word ‘a¢vakarna,’ that, though both significa- 
tions are possible, yet there being no recognition of the literal meaning, 
the significations of the component parts of the word come to be set aside, 
and the comprehension of the mere Verbal form of the word brings about 
the comprehension of the conventional meaning (of the word as a whole), 
which thus, in this case, becomes more authoritative than the literal mean- 
ing. 

In the case of the word ‘prokshani’ however, the word is made up of 
—pra (= excellently) + sxe (=to besprinkle or wash) + lyut (= Instru- 
mental), the literal meaning of the word thus being ‘that by which washiny 
as excellently done ;’ and certainly this is quite as applicable to water (which 
is held to be the conventional meaning of the word as a whole), as any 
explanatory sentence; and thus there being no ground (in the shape of any 
Apparent Inconsistency for assumiug any other conventional expressive 
potency of the word) it can have no conventional signification. 

For instance, in the case of the word ‘ Agvakarna’ itself, if somehow 
or other, the ‘ears of a horse’ were found to exist in the particular tree 
denoted by the word, no one would ever assume an invisible conventional 
potency for the word as a whole. 

Thus then we conclude that the word ‘prokshani’ cannot have its 
signification conventionally restricted to the water alone; and as such it 
must be taken as denoting all liquids in general. 


[Says the Bhashya—The use of this Adhikarana lies in the fact that 
Butter also becomes a‘ washing material’; and if the word be taken as referring 
to a purified material, then the direction would be in the form ‘ prokshantrasa- 
daya. | And it is to this form of the direction that an objection is raised : 
“Even though the word may refer to a purified material, yet, from the 
“ particular gender, &c., of the word ‘ prokshanih’ it is clear that it refers 
“ to the water (dpah); and hence the presence of the feminine sign ‘2’ 
‘would set aside the possibility of Butter being brought in.” 

The reply to this is that—if prior to the addition of the feminine sign 
‘3; the word had been recognised to be significant of the purified material, 


420 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. I—PADA IY—~ADHI (8). 


then (in accordance with the conventional meaning of the word), the femi- 
nine affix ‘7’ would come to be recognised as being due to the particular 
gender of the substratum (of the property signified by the word); and as 
such all substances of any other gender (such as ‘ ghria’ and the like) 
would come to be set aside; and the use too of the word in the direction 
in question being unique, even at the time of the purification of the 
materials, the word would remain in the same position — with a feminine 
ending; and as such its use being exactly like that of the word ‘ Vadi,’ 
the word could not be recognised to be denotative of any other thing; 
and in that case the feminine ending ‘7’ would be quite significant. When, 
however, the word is held to have a literal meaning, even before the addi- 
tion of the feminine ending, the literal meaning of the word is recognised 
to be the same (washing material) ; and hence when the particular washing 
material meant is the Butter, the feminine ending is not added, the noun 
by itself is simply used (the direction being simply ‘ prokshanamasidaya’). 
And though in a case when Injunctions refer to the verbal form of a 
word, no changes in it are allowable, yet there can be no such restriction of 
words in the case in question; because the direction refers to materials, 
and. not to their names; and hence it is by no means possible that the word 
‘prokshani,’ (in the said direction) being incapable of being changed into 
‘prokshana,’ the word to be used must be ‘ ghrta’ only, as in the case of 
the words that have their significations conventionally fixed to the class 
(of objects). 


ADHIKARANA*(9). 


[ Treating of the fact of the word ‘ Nirmanthya’ being taken in its literal 
sense. | 


Sutra (12): So also in the case of the word ‘nirmanthya,’ 


In the case of the word ‘ Nirmanthya’ (=the fire produced by fric- 
tion) also, we can (as before) raise questions as to its signifying the 
class or a purified fire, and then we should set aside these names and 
finally prove that it must be taken in its literal signification. 

[The Bhashya says that in the sentence ‘ nirmanthyéna ishtakah pacanti’ 
the word ‘ nirmanthya’ means the ‘fire that is produced by friction on the 
very spot ;’ and ib is against this that we have the following] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘ Nirmanthya’ signifying only ‘the fire produced by fric- 
“ tion,’ and as such having its sole purpose in the setting aside of the em- 
“ ploying of such fires as are produced, either from electric sparks or by 
“ striking, or from the solar gem, &c.,—why should it be taken to mean the 
“ fire produced on the spot? In ordinary parlance—as for instance in the 
“ case of the sentence ‘ Ndvaniténa bhunkté’ cited in the Bhashya—the signi- 
“fication of words being based upon the purposes that’ they serve, even 
“though the word ‘ Navaniténa’ itself does not necessarily denote the fact 
“ of the fresh-boiled butter being meant, yet by the fact of the word ‘ghrta’ 
“alone being generally used in the sense of the ordinary butter, the 
“special use of the word ‘ Navaniténa’ may be taken as indicating the 
“ freshly-boiled butter; because all butter being boiled out of cream (ndvani- 
“ tena), the repetition of the word ‘ ndvaniténa’ can be taken to signify 
“the fact of the freshly-boiled butter being meant to be eaten. The case 
“of the word ‘ Nirmanthya,’ however, is different. Because in this case 
“the only authority is that of the words of the Veda (in this case, the 
“ word ‘Nirmanthya’ itself); and this word having its sole use in the 
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“ setting aside of the fire produced by other processes, it cannot indicate 
“ anything as to whether the fire produced by friction meant here should 
“ be one produced on the spot, or at any time; and as such how can it he 
“ taken to signify the fire produced by friction on the spot? For certainly, 
“ this tmmediateness does not form part of the literal signification of the 
‘word, which rests only in the fact of the fire being produced by the 
“« particular process of friction. Therefore the declaration of the Bhashya 
“is not right,” 


SIDDHANTA. 


But the above arguments do uot affect our position; because the 
presence of the Fire itself being indicated by the word ‘põka’ (cooking) 
itself, the addition of the word ‘ Nirmanthya’ must be taken as with the 
sole view to lay down the particular qualification of the Fire that is 
meant; and this qualification (of being produced by friction) forming part 
of the aforesaid cooking could not but be brought about at the very place 
where the cooking is to be done. 

That is to say, in the sentence—‘ the red-turbaned priests move about’ 
-~the presence of the priests themselves having been pointed out by other 
texts, the sentence is taken only as laying down the fact of their having 
red turbans; exactly in the same manner, in the case in question, the 
action of producing the fire by friction must be taken as a qualification 
(of the Fire) laid down as part of the cooking; and it is a well-known 
fact, which will be explained later on, that the subsidiary actions should 
be performed, at the same place and time, and by the same person, as 
the Primary Action; and hence the cooking spoken of in the sentence in 
question could not but be done by the Fire produced by friction, at the 
time of the Cooking, in the same place, and by the same person (that 
does the cooking); and this is all that is meant by the Bhashya passage to 
which exception has been taken (in the Purvapaksha), 


ADHIKARANA (10). 


[Treating of the fact of words like ‘Vaigvadéva’ being names of sacri- 


fices. | 


Sutra (13): “In the case of the word ‘ Vaicvadeva’ there 
is an option.” i 


The case of the word ‘ Vatevadéva’ in the sentence ‘ Vaievadévéna 
yajéta, does not come in any of the foregoing Adhikaranas; for (1) the 
Accessory-Deity in this case being mentioned by means of the nominal 
affix, the acceptance of such an Injunction does not necessitate the assump- 
tiou of a possessive indication; (2) nor are there many objects of the 
Injunction, and as such there can be no syntactical split; (3) nor is there 
any other Injunction of the Deities of the whole Caturmdsya sacrifice; (4) 
nor is the nominal affix inexplicit in this case, as is the compound in the 
word ‘ Agnihotra;’ specially asin all cases, the Deity is laid down by 
means of such nominal affixes; (5) nor does the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ point 
to any particular sacrifice, like the word * Cyéna’ (pointing to the Cyéna 
sacrifice); (6) there being no mention of any result, in this case, there 
could be no diversity in the form of the root ‘ yajz,’ as has been found 
in the case of the word ‘ Vajapéya.’ And thus the present case not be- 
ing included in any of those treated of above, we take up its considera- 
tion now. 

Nor can this enquiry be said to have been interrupted by the con- 
sideration of the meaning of the words ‘ Varht,’ &c.; because in all these 
cases, it is only the names (of sacrifices and materials) that form the objects 
of enquiry. Or, it may be that in the case of such words as ‘ Nirmanthya ’ 
and the like, it has been found that the names that have literal meanings 
signify something not got at before; and as such are found to serve the 
purpose of Injunctions; and the question very naturally follows—whether 
or not the same may be said of the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ also. 

The Parvapaksha says ‘there is an option;’ but this is only an ex- 
planation of what follows if the word is taken(as laying down an Accessory 
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(ùe, in that case, inasmuch as there are other Deities laid down by other 
passages, there would be an option among the Deities to whom the sacri- 
fice in question could be offered). 

In connection with the word, the following question is raised: ‘If i¢ 
is the Injunction of an Accessory, then the sacrifice itself cannot be enjoined ; 
nor could the word refer to the sacrifice enjoined by a sentence, far re- 
moved from it; and hence the word cannot be taken as laying down a 
Deity forthe Agnéya sacrifice, which forms the subject-matter of the parti- 
cular context; because any such Injunction of a new Deity is barred by 
the fact of the Deity of these sacrifices having been laid down in their 
own original Injunctions.’ 

And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“There could be an option in making the offering to the Vigvédévas, 
‘or to the Deity pointed out in the original Injunction. And neither the 
“ Sūtra nor the Bhashya has yet shown that that which is mentioned in 
“the original Injunction is more authoritative than anything laid down 
“ subsequently; and hence there is nothing to prevent us from accepting 
“all the Deities as equally authoritatively mentioned. 

“ And further, no useful purpose could be served by making the word 
“t Vaievadéva’ refer (as a name) to all the sacrifices (that constitute the 
“ Caturmasya sacrifice). Nor are the Vaigvédévas known (prior to the sen- 
“tence in question) to belong either to one of these sacrifices or to all of 
“them taken collectively (and as such the word could not be taken as 
“ referring to these sacrifices). 

“ That is to say, if the word did not lay down the Accessory-Deity, 
“the whole of the sentence in question would be useless. Because the 
“sacrifices in question, either singly or collectively, are not known to be 
“related to the Vigvédévas; and they could not be spoken of by the 
“name ‘ Vaigvadéva;’ nor does the verbal root ‘yaji’ (in the sentence 
“i Vaigvadévéna yajéta’) signify the Amikshd sacrifice only (which has been 
“ distinctly pointed out as belonging to the Vigvédévas); nor again is the 
“word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ held (even by the Siddhanti) to apply to the Amikshé 
“sacrifice only; hence we must take the word as laying down the 
“ Acecessory-Deity for the seven sacrifices (which, with the Amiksha, form 
“the eight sacrifices of the Cadturmdsya). 

“ Against this the following might be urged: ‘In that case, the same 
“Sword Vaigvadéva would be an Injunction with reference to the seven 
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“ sacrifices, and a mere Description, with reference to the Amikeh@; and 
“ this would involve a self-contradiction.’ 

“But it is not so; because although all the eight sacrifices form the 
“ subject-matter of the context, yet the function of an Injunction can rest 
“only in that whereto. that which is enjoined is not already known to be- 
“long; and hence there could be no self-contradiction in the matter.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (14). But it is not so; because of the Context, and be- 
cause of there being a direct Injunction ; specially as the Context 
does not apply to the material. 


To the above Pérvapaksha, we make the following reply: The word 
cannot be an Injunction of the Accessory- Deity for the sacrifices in ques- 
tion; because their Deity having been already mentioned, there is no 
room for any other Deity; nor can there be an option in the matter, 
because the authoritative character of the two Injunctions is unequal. 

Agni, &c., have been laid down, by means of the Direct Denotation 
(Çruti) of the nominal affix (in the word ° agnéya,’ &.), as the Deities for 
the Asht@kapala, &c.; while the fact of the Vaigvédevas being their Deity 
is held to be pointed out by the syntactical order (of the sentence ‘ Vaigua- 
dévena yajéta’) [and certainly Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
any indications of the syntax]. It may be urged that in the former case 
also that which signifies the fact of Agni being the Deity of the Ashtika- 
pala is also a sentence (the syntactical connection between the words 
‘agnéya’ and ‘ashtakapala’). But it is not so, because the relationship 
of the material ( Ashtakapala) with the Deity (Agni) having been establish- 
ed by the nominal affix (in ‘dgnéya’), all that the sentence does is to point 
out the fact of ‘agnéya’ qualifying the ‘ ashtakapila.’ 

It might be urged that the same may be said to be the case with the 
word ‘ Vaiguvadéva’ also (as this also establishes the relationship of the 
material with the Vigvédévas). But that is not possible; because in this 
case the process would be a highly complicated and round-about one; as 
we shall have to assume the (word to signify) the relationship (of the 
Deity Vigv8davas) with a material that will have to be taken as indirectly 
indicated by the ‘ sacrifice’ denoted by the word ‘yajéta’; for certainly 
the word ‘ Vaigvad8véna’ is not found to be expressive of any material, 
either that which belongs to the sacrifices treated of, or any other; all 
then that we can say is that the co-extensiveness of the word ‘ Vaigva- 
davena’ with the denotation of the word ‘ yajéta’ points to the construction 
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that ‘by means of the Vaigvadéva sacrifice, dc., &c.’; and that as 
there could be no sacrifice without a material, the only material that could 
be made to reach the Vigvédévas (by means of this sentence alone) would 
be that which is indicated by the (apparent inconsistency of the sacrifice. 
But the sentence only pointing to the relationship of the sacrifice with 
the Deity, this relationship of the material could only be assumed by 
means of the exigencies of the Context; and such an assumption could 
be only in this form: ‘ when offering the Agngya sacrifice, one should offer 
itas the Vaigvadéva sacrifice (i.e., sacrifice of which the Vigvédévus are 
the Deities) and none other ? 

In the case of the Injunction of the Agnéya sacrifice, however, there 
is no need for having recourse to any indirect indication, or for calling in 
the help of the Context ; and this fact coustitutes a great difference in the 
authoritative character of the two Injunctions. 

Says the sétra—na hi prakaranandravyasya (the Context does not apply 
to the material). This may mean—(1) either that when the sentence lays 
down the relationship of the material with Agni, there is no need for calliny 
in the help of the Context; (2) or that the Context of the material hus not 
heen accepted by the sentence ‘ Vargradévenu, &c.’ (i.e. it does not make 
any mention of the material). 

‘The Bhashya explains this sentence (na hi prakaranandravyasya) as that 
the Context cannot set aside the thing that is directly lail down ; and in this 
the Bhashya evidently takes the word ‘dravyu’ as thing (and not as the 
muterial for a sacrifice), the sense of the Bhashya being that such a thing 
as Aqui, which has been * directly laid down’ as the Deity, cannot be set aside by 
any considerations of the Context. Or, in the Bhashya sentence, the word 
‘Crutasya’ (directly laid down) may not be taken as qualifying the word 
‘dravyasya,'—the sense of the Bhishya passage in that case being that, 
Agni, which has been ‘directly laid down’ as the Deity ‘ in connection with 
the particular material,’ cannot be set aside by the Context. 

[Thus then, it has been shown that the word cannot be taken as lay- 
ing down a Deity for the. sacrifices that form the subject-matter dealt 
with]. Nor can the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by the word ‘ yujét’ in the sen- 
tence in question be taken, either as pointing out a Deity in reference to 
another sacrifice mentioned somewhere else (such as the Upiingu sacrifice 
for which no particular Deity has been laid down), or as laying down an 
altogether fresh sacrifice toyether with its particular Deity. 

As for the pointing out of the whole set of sacrifices (constituting the 
Caturmasya) by the word ‘ Vaigvadéva’ (taken as a name of all these 
taken collectively), this serves a distinct useful purpose (and ia not 
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absolutely useless as urged by the Piurvapaksha) ; inasmuch as it serves to 
bring together the various sacrifices scattered here and there; and with- 
out the fact of all these sacrifices being pointed out collectively by the 
name ‘ Vuigradéva’ there could be no such Injunctions as—' Vasanié 
Vaigradévéna, ’ ‘ pracinapravané Vaicradévéna, and the like—which refer 
to all the eight materials laid down as being offered at the various sacri 

fices of the Caturnideya. Therefore we conclude that although the Vigte 

dévas are actually mentioned in connection with only one of these mate 
rials (viz., the dmzksi4), yet all the others could also be referred to by tlie 
word ‘ Vaigradéra,’—exactly as in a group of ten or fifteen men, even 
though all of them may not have umbrellas, yet even if some of them 
happen to have it, it is said of them that ‘ the people with umbrellas are 
going’; and hence the word ‘ Vaigradéra’ can very well be taken as the 
name of all the C@turmdsya sacrifices taken collectively. 


Sutra (15). There is no mutual relationship of significations. 


The word ‘ Fuiçradēva’ cannot be taken as laying down the Wei 
for the sacrifices of which the ‘ Vuigoadéva’ is one; because in that case 
the same word ‘ Vuigrudéra’ would be taken, once (in connection with 
the dAmiksh& sacrifice) as only pointing to a well-established fact, and at 
the same time as an Injunction (of tle Deity, with reference to the other 
seven sacrifices) ; and certainly this is highly improper. 

Or, we may explain the S#frain the following manner: It has been 
urged in the Pairvapaksha that, like the word ‘Nirmanihya,’ the word 
‘ Vaievadéea’ also, though a name, could also be taken as laying down the 
Deity ; and in reply to this we assert that such mutual concomitance of the 
signification of the nameand the Injunction of an Arevssury is not possible , 
(z.e., the same word can not be taken as both); and as for the word ‘Nis 
manthya’ we take it only as laying down an Accessory (fire). 


Sutra (16). Because the Accessories have a secondary impor 
tance (lét., are for the sake of others). 


This Stra may be taken as a part of the previous Sdira, the two te 
gether being explained in the following manner: Jf all the materiais be 
offered together, there could not be thirty offerings in all; and this worht eve 
stitute a sin ( Jütra 15)—beeause the material offered is an gecessury (Sätra 16). 
and as such the material being of secondary importance, a mere difference 
in these materials (as dmikshd, rājina and the other materials offered at 
the Cfiturmdsya sacrifices) could not justify a repetition of the action ol 
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offering; because (if the word ‘ Vazgvadéva’ be taken as layimg down a 
common Deity for all these sacrifices) the Deity of all the offerings being 
one and the same, ıt would certainly be a very much simpler process to 
make a single offering (of all the materials) , and thus there beng a pos- 
sibility of making a single offering of all the materials, no repetition of the 
action of offermg can be allowable. Specially as all the sacrifices have 
the same Deity, there would be nothing incongruous in this jomt offering 
of all the matemals, And this would go directly against the Vedic declara- 
tion that ‘ thirty offerings are to be offered (at the Oäturmāsya sacrifices),’ 
—the thirty offerings consisting (according to some), of the nine Praydyas, the 
the nine Anuydjas, the two Agharas, the two Ajyabhagas, and the eight 
Principal offerings,—while some people leave off the two Agharas, and count 
instead, the Swshtakrt and the Vdyina offermgs In any case the eight 
Principal offerings are always found to be offered separately (and not con- 
jomtly, as would be necessary if the word in question were taken as laymg 


down the Deity) 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[Treating of the fact of the mention of the number ‘ eight, m connection 
with the Vaicvanara, being an Arthavada ] 


Sutra (17). “Those words that express something already 
known before, cannot serve the purposes of an Injunction. The 
aforesaid 1s also applicable to the sentence in question ” 


The consideration of the question as to whether certain words are 
names of saciifices or Injunctions of Accessories having been finished, 
we now proceed to consider whether certam words can be taken as 
Injunctions of Accessories Or, it may be that, in the sentence im ques- 
tion—‘zuzgudnarum diidacakupdlam nirvapét ,. yadasht@kapdlo bhavati 
gayatiyawaimam brahmavareastna panatr’—the ashtakapéla (the cake 
prepared in the erght cups) as included in the ‘dvd@dagakapala’ (the cake 
prepared in the twelve cups), 18 co-extensive with the Vaigvdnara, and as 
such the number ‘ eight’ having already been laid down by the mention of 
the number ‘twelve,’ the word ‘ Asht@kapala’ might be taken as a mere 
name, whereas on the ground of the ordmarily accepted signification of the 
word, and on account of the number not having been laid down elsewhere, 
it may be shown that the word lays down an Accessory; and hence what 
we propose to do m the present Adhzkarana 13 to reject both these theones 
and show that the mention of the ‘ Asht@kapdla’ 1s a mere Arthavida, 

Some people explain the Pirvapaksha contained m the Sdira,in the 
tollowme manner. “Those words whose meanings are already known can 
* be utilised only by being taken as Injunctions , while those whose meanings 
“are not known shonld be taken as names, as shown under the Sdira 
*l—iy—2, and hence the mention of the number ‘ eight’ must be taken 
“as laying down an Accessory. [In this case the reading of the Séira 
‘would be" pare rauto rdn thah,’ and not “ pitreavanto’ nudhanarthah. |” 

Bat this interpretation of the Pai capaksha 18 not correct; because 
the more fact ct the signification of a word being unknown cannot make it 
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a name; on the other hand, just as the fact of a word being altogether new 
and having its ordinary signification unknown proves that ıt cannot be 
taken as layıng down the Accessory of a sacrifice,—exactly ın the same 
manner, 1t 18 all the more impossible for it to be taken as the name of any 
Vedic sacrifice, and hence such a word cannot be taken as a name either , 
because ıt ıs a well-recognised fact that ıt ıs only when the oidmary 
signification of a word ıs well-known that ıt can be taken as a Name, on 
the ground of 1ts being mentioned along with a certain sacrifice. 

Therefore we must accept the mterpretation of the Sätra, as given 
im the Bhashya, and in accordance with this, the Sutra embodies the 
followimg— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ When a word expresses a meaning that ıs already known, then it 
“ig either a name or an Arthavada, ın the case in question however, as 
“the word signifies something not known before (it cannot but be taken 
“as laying down an accessory, a particular number of the cakes), and as 
“ such there would be an option as to the number, exactly as there was 
“in the case of the word ‘ Vargvadéva.’ 

“ That ıs to say, 1f tne number ‘eight’ be somehow or other, already 
“known to belong to the cakes employed at the Vasgvanara sacrifice, then, 
“im accordance with this well-known fact, the word ‘ Ashtakapala would 
“ be taken either as a name oras an Arthavada, as a matter of fact, however, 
“we do not find the number ‘eight’ mentioned anywhere else, in con- 
“nection with the Vargvanara sacrifice, as the only number that 1s men- 
“ tioned is ‘ twelve.’ 

“And as a matter of fact, though the smaller number ‘eight’ is 
“included ın the greater number ‘twelve,’ yet when the word used 15 
“twelve, it does not signify the fact of the number ‘eight’ specifying 
“the object , and as such this latter number cannot be taken as qualifying 
“ the object in question. 

“ That ıs to say, a number does not operate by its mere presence , 
“but the only operation that ıt has ıs through the specification of the 
“numbered object, and hence, when the cups have been specified by the 
“number ‘twelve, any other number, ‘eight,’ f.1, cannot be taken as 
“specifymg them; and hence (as far as any usefulness ıs concerned) 
“these latter are as good as non-existent Even though their existence 
“may, ın some way or other, be admitted, yet all that the mention of the 
“number would mean would be that ‘ there are eight,’ and not that ‘there 
“are eight cups in which the cakes are prepared. And further, the 
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“nominal affix in the word ‘ashidkapala’ is one which is pessible only 
“when the material sigmfied is a duly prepared and purified one (ac- 
“cording to Panini’s Stira ‘sanskrtam bhakshah’ IV. —u—16); and 
“the compound too 1s one based upon the peculiar character of the 
‘nominal affix (according to Panim’s Sitra ‘ taddhitarthottarapada, §c., ge?’ 
“ Tl—i—51) , and these too are possible only when the factors of the word 
“have the requisite capability; this requisite capability again 1s possible, 
* only when they are mdependent of all extraneous help Consequently, 
“in the case in question, if the number eght be dependent upon the num- 
“ ber twelve, we could not have the word ‘ ashtakapala ’ (as in that case 
“ neither the particula: nommal affix nor the compound would be possible) , 
‘tand hence the word ‘ashtakapila’ cannot be accepted to be significant of 
‘t the Dvadagakapaila. And hence, the word ‘ ashtikapdla’ not being found 
“ to be descriptive of even the form of the Dvadagakapa@la, any Praise of 
‘¢this latter by that word would be wholly irrelevant , specially as the num- 
“ ber ‘eight? would not afford any more help in the sacrifice thanthe num- 
‘ber twelve ; because both are numbers (and ~wmbers by themselves cannot 
“be of any use in saciifices), although, however, a praise of the namber 
“ehi might mean a praise of the number twelve also, yet, any praise 
“of the eught cups could not belong to the twelve cups, because the nouns 
“and the adjectives in the two cases are totally different And the num- 
“ber ‘twelve’ has a distinct praise of itself ın the Vedic sentence— 
“ zagatyarwwāsmiın, &c’ (and as such ıt does not stand in need of any other 
“ praise). 

“For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ashtékapala’ must 
“ be taken as laying down the number ‘eight’ as an optional alternative 
“ to the number ‘ twelve.’ 

* And inasmuch as all the sentences ın question are found to end in 
“a single original Injunction of the Vaipuanara sacrifice as qualified by 
“many optional alternatives with regard to the number of cups to be employed 
“ (m the preparation of the cakes to be offered), there can be no difference 
“of authority among the various sentences (forming this original Injunc- 
“ tion 

n he Sätra adds—the aforesard 1s also applicable to the sentence in 
“ questwn, and the word ‘aforesaid’ refers to that which has been said 
“ beforg, ın the Pürvapaksha with regard to the word ‘ Vatgvadéva’ ; and 
“the Siira means that all the arguments therein urged apply to the 
“sentence dealt with in the present Adhikarana; while the Refutations 
“of these arguments (as shown under the Siddhanta in connection with 
“ tho word ‘ Vatgvadéva’) do not apply to the present case. And hence we 
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“ cannot but take the words ‘ashidkap@la, &c, as laying down the acces- 
“ sories of sacrifices (in the shape of the particular numbers of cups to be 
‘“‘used).” 

SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (18). If the word in question be taken as laying down 
Accessories, these accessories, not belonging to the sacrifice, would 
be absolutely useless in the performance of any; because they can 
have no use with regard to it. 


The Accessory could not be laid down, either with reference to the 
sacrifice treated of in the Context, or to any other sacrifice, nor could 
there be an mjunction of the material qualified in a certain manner, 

That ıs to say—(1) The sactifice m question having the number put 
down at twelve, any othe: numbers, as eight, etc, could not be laid down 
with regard toit (2) Nor could these numbers be laid down with regard 
to any other sacrifice, because there is no mention of any such in the sen- 
tence. (3) Nor could the sentence ‘ashiakapalo bhavaty’ ıtself lay down 
an altogether new sacrifice, qualified by the number erghi, because the 
sentence does not point to any relationship of the material with a partı- 
cular Deity. (4) The same reasons would also show that the sentence could 
not be taken (in any of the aforesaid three ways) as laying downthe num- 
ber of thecakes (5) In the same manner, ıt can also be shown that the sen- 
tence could not be taken as laying down the Cake as prepared in the eight 
cups; because as for the sacrifice in question, when ıb has once had its 
material laid down as the cake prepared in twelve cups, 1t can never be made 
to take up any other cake (that prepared in eight cups for instance), and 
as for any other sacrifice, so long as it ıs not distinctly pomted out bya 
woid peculiar to itself, no cake could be laid down for it; nor could there 
be an injunction of the cakes themselves, independently of any sacrifice, 
because in this manner, 1t would not be related to any result or the means 
of accomplishing ıt, and as such of what use could the Cake be? Nor is 
it possible for the material to be laid down; because it is not of the 
nature of an Action; and for this very reason, it is not possible for us to 
assume a Result, as in the case of the Vigvajtt sacrifice. 

Nor can the word ‘ Vaigvdnara’ of the preceding sentence be taken 
along with the following sentence, forthe purpose of connecting his latter 
with a sacrifice. Because there is a diversity in the case-endings; and imas- 
much as even without such a construction being accepted, there is no in- 
cosistenoy or uselessness of any words (we cannot assume a co-ordination 
between words with different case-terminations ). 
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To explain —It might be urged that the relationship of the word 
‘Varçvānara’ being transferred to the following sentence, this latter sen- 
tence (‘ashtakapalo bhavati’) could be taken as laying down the relationship 
of the Deity with such materials as the cakes prepared in the eight cups, 
and thus this would point to a sacrifice other than the Varevanara itself 
(and there would be nothing incoherent m the number ezght beg laid 
down with regad to ıt) But this ıs not possible, because the word 
‘Vargvanaram’ bemg in the Accusative, could not be taken along with 
‘ashtakapalah’, which isin the Nommative Nor could we change the case- 
terminations (through the exigencies of construction) , because the sentence 
18 quite capable of another construction If without such construing of the 
Accusative with the Nommative and the changing of the endings, the word 
‘ashlakapala’ were meaningless, then we could do anything to make 
1b give some sense, but when we find the word guite capable of being 
taken as a Praise, it cannot be said to be meaningless (and hence 
there can be no ground for any anomalous construction being adopted) 
If the word be taken as a Praise, then 1t could be taken as being descrip- 
tive of the Vazguainara sacrifice , and in the case of a description the differ- 
ence 1u the case-endings does not matte: at all 

For these reasons we cannot take the word as laying down the Cake 

Nor are the Cakes prepared in eight cups found to have any separate 
existence of their own in the Cakes prepared in twelve cups, because the 
only difference that we find ın the two lies ın the number erght, and we 
have already shown that this number eight cannot be taken as beng laid 
down either ın connection with the sacrifice or with the Cake 

Nor is it possible for you to take the number eight along with the 
‘ Dvddegakapala’, because the objects enjoined by the two, as well as 
their purposes, are totally different, and certamly those that are so very 
diverse from each other cannot be said to be mutually dependent (vide 
conditions for taking one sentence along with another as explained under 
Satra II-1-46). If, however, the two could be taken together, all the sen- 
tences collectively would lay down a single Bhāvanā qualified by the qua- 
hfications mentioned ın all the sentences , and as such there could be no 
room for any option ın the matter (as held by the Parvapaksha) 

And as for the numbers ezght, etc , masmuch as they are mere proper- 
ties, each of the sentences cannot be taken as complete in itself and pointing 
out the performance of distmet Actions 

Nor is a collocation (or congregation) of different numbers possible 
(in any one place), because the appearance of any one number makes the 
existence of all other numbers impossible. And as for the congregation of 
many numbers, without the appearance of any new number,—in that case 
the numbers eight, &c., being already included in the number twelve, the 
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former numbers would be got at by the injunction of the latter only ; and 
as such any mention of them cannot but be taken in the light of a mere 
description (which cannot be very palatable to the Pirvapakshz) 

Hence ıt becomes necessary for you to admit that each of the 
sentences ın question lays down a distinct number independently of 
those laid down in another. And in that case, with regard to the 
Varguvdnara sacrifice (which 1s the only one mentioned in the sentence), 
the number twelve would be lad down im its own originative sentence, 
while the other numbers could be related to it only on account of the 
fact of the sentences (laying down these numbers) being found ım 
the same Context, and as such (Context being weaker ın its authority 
than Direct Syntactical Relation), the relationship of these latter numbers 
with the-Vaspvdnara sacrifice would be impossible ın face of that of the 
number ‘twelve’ And hence the Vaigvanara sacrifice having its particular 
number fixed at ‘ twelve,’ could not stand in need of any other number, 
‘eight,’ &c 

And further, no .elationship of the numbe: ‘eight’ with any sac- 
rifice bemg possible, through the Varevanara sacrifice, which has its 
number distinctly laid down as ‘twelve,’ ıt becomes necessary to assert 
its relationship with a sacrifice, dependently of the Vargvanara, but 
the number ‘ eight,’ apart from the Cake, ıs not capable of any relationship 
with a sacrifice, and when taken along with the Cakes ıt cannot attam 
to any relationship with the Vasguanara sacrifice, specially as the fact 
of its being related to the Cake by direct Syntactical Relation would 
naturally set aside any chance of its relationship to the Vargvanara sacrifice 
—which relationship would be based on the mere fact of the two occuring 
in the same Context ,—and as such ıb could never belong tothe Vargvanara- 
sacrifice. 

And thus not being a qualification of the Vasgvdnara sacrifice (atad- 
gunah), and bemg related to the Cake only (apart from any sacrifice), the 
numbers ‘eight, &c., would be absolutely useless, ın the performance of any 
sacrifice (‘ praydg® sywranarthakah’) because they can have no use with regard 
to the Cake (‘na ht tampratyarthavaitasts’) Or, this last sentence may be 
explained in the following manner As to why these numbers are not rela- 
ted to the Vaiçvānara sacrifice, we reply—because they can have no use wn a 
sacrifice whose particular number ‘ twelve’ has been already lard down. 


Sutras (19-20): If it be urged that, ‘the mention (of the numbers 
‘eight,’ &c.) could not be supplementary (to any Injunction) ’— 
then, inasmuch as these are not excluded from the Injunctive word 
they could be taken as serving the purpose of Praising. 


That 1s to say, inasmuch as ın the absence of an Injunction of the 
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numbers ‘eight,’ &c, any praise of them (as contained in the sentences 
‘Yadashtakapalo bhavate gayatryawamam brahmavarcaséna puniats,’ &e ) 
would be entirely irelevant,—we must take these sentences as praising the 
number ‘twelve’ through its parts (1 e, the numbers contained within 1t) 
Foi, as a matter of fact, that alone can be praised which 1s recognised as 
enjoined, in the case in question, 14 ıs the number ‘twelve’ that 1s en- 
jomed , and hence we must take the eulogistic sentences as, im some way 
or other, praising this number And as the number ‘eight’ happens to be 
mentioned ım close proximity to it, we can very mghtly take ıt as only 
pointing outa part , of the number ‘twelve ,’ and 1618 a recognised fact that 
a praise of the part reverts to the whole Thus then, the eulogy con- 
tained in the sentence may be expanded out ın the followmg manner ‘The 
Dvradagakapala (u.e , the cake prepared ın the twelve cups) 18 such a grand 
thing, taat when ıb 1s prepared, 1t accomplishes the ashia@kap@la, &c, also , 
and these latter are so very effective as to bring about Brahmie glory, &, 
and hence the Dvddagakap&la also must be very excellently effective ’ 

It has been urged ın the Pirvapaksha that, “imasmuch as there is 
already a sentence ın praise of the Dv@adacakapGla, no other sentence could 
be taken as praising ıt” But this ıs not quite correct, because there can be 
no limit to a praise, and hence all that may be found to be mentioned in 
connection with an Injunction can very rightly be taken as pointimg to the 
object of the Injunction Inall cases we find Praises m words, few or many , 
and as to whether any particular piaise is useful or not depends upon the 
character of the person addressed, as for some people the mere fact of an 
action being enjomed is enough to prompt him to that action, and in the 
case of such a person all Praise of the action would be redundant, and 
hence, as shown above, the Praises must be taken as being laid down for 
the sake of those whoare not so 1eadıly obedientto an Injunction In the 
same manner it 1s quite possible that though a slight praise would suffice 
for persuading one man, another man would require a more elaborate praise, 
before he is persuaded to the performance of an action; and hence au 
elaborate praise cannot be rejected as useless 


Sutra (21): Obj.: “It might be the instigator.” 

[“ Says the Bhashya why could not the Brahmec glory be taken as the 
“ Karana of the number ‘ eight’ ? the sentence meaning that one who 18 desir- 
“ous of Brahme glory should take to the Ashtakapala”? } 

“ And here the word ‘ Karana’ cannot be taken in the ordinary sense of 
“the cause or ‘progenitor’, because itis the number erghi itself that 18 such a 
“ cause of the various results, purification, &c. , we must therefore take itin 
“the sense of ‘instigator’ , these results being the instigators of the actions ” 

“Tt has been urged above that—‘any Injunction or Praise of the 
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“number erght would be absolutely useless, as the number pertaming to 
“ the only sacrifice ın question has already been laid down as twelve’ But, 
“as a matter of fact, there can be no such wuselessness Because the 
“mention of the number twelve ıs with reference to the sacrifice when 
“ performed as a necessary duty (without any particular result im view) , 
“when, however, a person desires such iesults as Brahmic glory and the 
‘like, then fo. such a person, the text lays down the numbei ‘twelve,’ 
“ which, in this case, makes room for the particularly desued number 
< eight’? (1) Because that which 1s performed with a view to a certain 
“ desirable result, being closely connected with man’s true purpose, always 
“sets aside that which 1s performed as a mere duty , and (2) because the 
“latter duty is laid down asa general rule, while the former 18 a special 
“ case (and a special case always sets aside the general) 

“ That is to say, all efforts of man tend towards the accomplishment of 
“a desirable purpose, and hence that which 1 more closely related to ıt 
“cannot but havea prior claim on the man’s attention In the case in 
‘‘ question, the number ‘twelve’ 19 far remote fiom any desirable purpose 
“of man, because it serves to specify the cups 1requued for the preparing 
“ of the material to be employed at a saciifice that would be performed for 
“ the accomplishment of a desnable end, as for the number ezght, this 18 
“laid down as bringing about a desirable result, in the shape of Biahmic 
“ glory, directly through the sacrifice itself, and thus bemg more closely 
“related to the desirable end, the numbe: ‘eight’ must be accepted as 
“the more authoritative, and as such a mention of this cannot be said 
“to be absolutely useless. 

“ An objection might be raised here ‘You accept the obtaining ot 
“ Brahme glory to be a definite result, butin the absence of any Piate, 
“how could you obtam a direct Injunction for words (like bhavat:) thit 
“are expressive of the present state of things °’ 

“ And to this, some people make the following reply We can anive 
“at a direct Injunction 1u the way shown in the Pérvapaksha of tho Adhi- 
“ karana on ‘ Audumbura’ (Siitras I —1u—I19-25). 

‘* Bat this is not quite correct, because the arguments thoreim pio- 
“pounded have already been refuted ın the Szddh@nta of the same Adhi- 
“karana Henco we offer tho following explanation The real result is 
“ mentioned ın the sentonco—' pita éva sa téjasvi, &c’; and the sentence— 
“< gayatryawamam bruhmavarcustna, Fc, containmga Praise pots to its 
“counterpart Injunction, and ıt is for this reason that each of the actions 
“mentioned, together with tho Praises, in the sentences—‘ yadashtdhapd’o 
“ bhavatr,’ ‘ yannuvakapalo bhavati, & , &e,—are connected respectively 
“with each of the results mentioned iu the sentence ‘ sa pūta éva sa fAjar- 
“ yvannado, §c’” 
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Sutra (22). Reply: On account of uselessness they cannot be 
instigators, because the instigator is of the agent , hence they must 
be taken as signifying mere Praise 


If distinct results be assumed to follow frora each of the accessories 
(that ıs if each of the numbers, eight, &c, be held to bring about a dis- 
tinct result), thenit would be necessary to have as many (Injunctive) 
Sentences as there are results mentioned, while in the case in question, 
it 18 clear that the whole thing refers to a single Injunction, mnasmuch as 
ib 1s distinctly perceptible that, from begmning to end, all that 1s men- 
tioned, 1s in direct connection with the same subject. 

That 1s to say, the context begins with ‘ A son being born one should 
perform the Dvfidagakapala, &c, &e, (putré 7ate dvadagakapailam, &e , 
&c’), and then having described the ‘ asht@kapala,’ d&c , 16 winds up with 
the declarations—‘ This dvddagakapala that 18 accomplished’ (‘ yaddza- 
dagakapalo bhavat.’), and ‘one on whose birth this sacrifice 1s performed 
becomes pure, endowed with glory, &e, &e,’ (‘yasmin jaté em ashtim 
mrvape' pita eva sa teasvyannado, ğe, §c’)—all of which refers to the 
same sacrifice that was mentioned ın the opening sentence of the Context 
And for this reason, the mention of the ‘ashia@kapdla,’ &c , cannot in any 
way be separated from that sacrifice And, as a matter of fact, we find 
that they cannot be taken along with that saciifice, unless they are taken 
to be mere Praises And thus we find that, unless they are taken to be 
Praises, they can, as they are situated, serve no other purpose 

And the results ‘purity,’ &c, could serve as wstigators, only if they 
were related to the agent performmg the sacrifice , as a matter of fact, 
however, they are found to be related merely to the Vargudnara sacrifice , 
and hence—+.e, mmasmuch as no other use is possible—they must be taken 
as serving the purposes of Prawing fThat 1s to say, 1f we had such an 
Injunction as that ‘for one who desires purity the number of cups should 
be erght,’-—-then the desired result, beng found to be related to the per- 
former of the sacrifice, could serve as his wnstgator ou prompter, asa 
matter of fact, however, from the context 14 ıs clear that the results men- 
tioned are related to the Vaigvdnara sacrifice only, and as such the men- 
tion of the results cannot but be taken as to be added in praise of the 
Vargvanara sacrifice itself] 

And further, masmuch as the results—purity, &c ,—are mentioned in 
the sentence ‘pūta éva sa,’ &c, where the Pronoun ‘sa’ (he) distinctly 
refers to ‘one on whose birth the Vaigvanara sacrifice 1s performed ;’ and 
hence these results could not be connected with anythmg that has been 
mentioned before (such as the Ashtākapūla, &e.) Noris the mention of 
the results entirely irrelevant, ın connection with the Vurgu@nara sacrifice , 
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and hence there can be no ground for transferring their relationship from 
this to the AshiG@kapdla, &e. [And inasmuch as all the results purity, glory, 
&c., are found to be mentioned as all appearing together in the son on 
whose birth the Vaigvanara sacrifice is performed.] It is not possible for 
these results—purity, &c.,—to be taken as following, one by one, from the 
numbers eight, nine, &c., (of the cups) respectively; specially as each of 
these numbers has got a definite result of its own—such as Brahmic 
glory, and the like—mentioned along with itself. And so far as these 
differentiated results—Brahmic glory, &c.,—are concerned, you also admit 
of their mention being a mere Praise (see above). And hence the result, 
that is pointed out by the sentences—‘ pūta éva sa, &c., (he becomes puri- 
fied, &c.,)’—must be taken as pertaining to the sacrifice (Vaiçvānara), and 
not to the numbers eight, &c. (And thongh they may be taken as results 
following from the Vaigvdnara sacrifice, yet) in the first instance, a men- 
tion of these must be taken to be in praise of the sacrifice; specially as the 
expression ‘ having such and such a desire’ does not appear in the sentences, 
they have not the form of the Injunctions of Results. And it is only 
when the results ‘purity,’ &c., are taken as mentioned only in praise of the 
sacrifice, that the sentences ‘ yaddshtakapdlo bhavati,’ &c., could be explained 
as serving the purpose of supporting the facts mentioned in the Praise 
(otherwise these sentences would be absolutely useless). And hence we 
conclude that the words ‘ Ashiäkapāla, &c., cannot be taken as laying 
down the accessory of a sacrifice (in the shape of the number of the cups 
to be employed in the preparation of the cakes to be offered at it). 


ADHIKARANAS (12—17). 


Sutras (23—28): The fulfilment of the signification (23)— 
Origin (24)—Similarity of shape (25)—Praise (26) —Large number 
(2T)—the Inherence of signs (28),—(which form the bases of secon- 
dary or indirect signification)—are based upon qualities. 


While treating of Arthavidus, we did not explain the fact of these 
bemg helped by figurative descriptions, nor did we explain the bases of 
such descriptions; and this is what we proceed to do now. 

Olyection- “ But such cases of figurative descriptions have already 
been described under Sëtras I—in—1], 12 et seg.” 

Reply - It is trne that they have been described there; but they have 
not been described as defining such figurative Descriptions, asa matter of fact, 
what has been shown there 1s only that the definitions here laid down 
apply to the canes considered there, While what we are going to explain 


here is the definition or characteristic of al] secondary sıgmficationa of 
words 


Objection: “Bemdes those enumerated here, Gautama and others 
“ have spoken of many other bases of secondary mgnification—sach for 
“instance, as concometance, similarity of postion and the like , and we find 
“examples of such bases in ordinary assertions also: as we often meet 
“with such expressions as—‘ Bring in the lances’ (for the lancers}, * the 
« elevated sheds cry ont” (for the pren occupymg the sheds), ‘the king 
"was conquered by a thousand horses’ (for the riders), and 1t 1s neces- 
“sary for the Sätra to mention all sess: ý 

Some people reply to this by the assertion that all these are meladed 
wm the ‘simlanty of signs’ (Süira 28); because the signification of the 
lancer by the word ‘lance’ is of the same nature as that of persons with- 
out umbrellas by the word ‘ Chatri’ when they are accom 
persons with umbrellas. 

Or, we may meet the above objection by pomting out that it : is of 
econdary S sig nification that we are considering the bases, and 
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“Is there, then, any difference between Indication and Secondary 
Signification ? ” 

Certainly, there ıs, because when a word signifies something, not 
entirely disconnected from that which is the directly expressed meaning, 
then we have what ıs called Indwation ; whereas when the word signifies 
something (even though it be ın no way connected with the expressed mean- 
ing), through the similarity of the qualities indicated (by the expressed 
meaning of the word), then this signification 1s called ‘ Gauna’ or 
Secondary 

Thus then, just as the word, directly expressing the Class, indicates 
the Individual which 1s always present in the Class, m the same manner, 
16 ws by mere Indication, that the words ‘lance,’ ‘elevated shed’ and 
‘horse’ signify the persons connected with them. (And 1t 18 not this sort 
of signification that we are dealing with) What we are dealing with is 
the case of sach sentences as ‘ The Student is Fire,” where we are not 
cognisant of any sort of mvariable concomitance of the Student with the 
Fre, what we are cognisant of m this sentence 1s that, (1) the word 
‘Fire’ denotes the Class ‘ Fire’, (2) this Class indicates the qualities of 
Fire, such as the pecuhar colour, brightness, &c , and (3) the presence of 
these qualities ın the student gives rise, through similarity, to the idea 
of his being Fire rtself And ıt 1s this sort of signification that we find 
in the case of such sentences as ‘ yazamdnah prastarah,’ &e , and hence the 
Sita has mentioned only the bases of such signification (and not those of 
Indication) 


ADHIKARANA (12) 


[In the case of the sentence ‘ yajgamdnah prasidrah’ (the grass-bedding 
18 the master of the sacrifice), at 18 with a view to ewlogising the bedding that 
vt as spoken of as the ‘ master of the sacrifice.’] 


On this pomt there are thiee distinct theories (1) Both the words 
being in a form that makes them co-ordinate, one may be taken as the 
name of the other , (2) there bemgno signs of any of them beg a name, 
and any assumption of such signs involving the assumption of many po- 
tentialities in the same word, the word ‘prastara’ may be taken as in- 
dicating the purpdses served by ıt , and hence with a view to make the sen- 
tence serve a distinctly useful purpose, we can take ıt as laying down the 
accessory of the sacrifice—mz, that the master of the saciifice ıs to be 
utthsed as the grass-bedding , or (3) that the sentence bemg mcapable of 
affording this meaning, we must take it as praising the bedding (prastara). 


THE POURVAPAKSHA 


as piopounded by the upholder of the theory that the sentence ıs the 
Injunction of an Accessory—is this 

“The mere fact of the ‘ yajamd@na’ and the ‘ prastara’ beng mention- 
“ed together cannot point to any prazse of the one by the other, specially 
“as 1b 18 not possible, even ın praising, to use one word m the sense of 
“another, nor do we find any ground for the application of the word 
‘““yajgamana’ to the prastara, or vice versa, and then, for such application 
“of the word we cannot find any other cause except the indication, by the 
“word ‘ prastara,’ of its uses, or vice versa, just as we find im the case of 
“the sentence ‘ the Hots priest is the Adhvaryu.’ But, ın accordance with 
“ ihe 1easonings explained under Sia XTI1—nu—23, 16 1s clear that in the 
“sentence in question, the word ‘ yajaméina ° 18 to be taken in its own direct 
“signification, while the word ‘prastara ’ 18 to be taken ag indicating such 
‘or sta uses as the affording of a place for keeping the Siwk, &c , and hence 
“the senate ire mute be taken as laying demn av Acvessory for the sacfico 
“(as the ‘/4e ya Ta 1s bo be utilised as the ‘ prasta 7’) ™ 


SIDDHANTA 
To to. we me: 3 the followmg rewu? None of ‘he two words ean be 
taken ag mcicaturg s3 uses , because the uses of one beig incompatible 
vith the other, there could be no such Injunction tof Accessos) For 
pteser of +. ord dorm tnat-= Irre tha Ptulajdl7 the piastera is thrown 
tt 3 tthe the Sakfacdtha miur. , an dect oily, if the Master of 
a FF JF de Par thraan tt oo oo triu ome wt acd as the 
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prastara), the whole pe:formance of the sacrifice would come to a dead- 
lock ! 

For these reasons, we must take the two sentences—‘ Yayamanah 
prastaah’ and ‘ Yayamana ëkakapālak’ as eulogising the prastarah and the 
ékakapalah,—the former for the sake of justifying its being kept to the 
north of the Fire, and the latte: in justification of the direction for its being 
offered completely , because these directions are laid down along with 
the sentences themselves 

Question - “(1) But how can one word be used in the sense of 
another, and (2) what could be the form of the Piaise ? ” 

Reply. At a sacrifice, the Master is the most important personage , 
and the prastara too is such an important object, that 1t should be placed 
above the grass (this would be the form of the Praise expressed by 
the sentence ‘ Yayamanah prastarah’), and the sense of that sigmfied by 
the sentence ‘yajamdna ékakapilah’ ıs that—the Ahavaniya Fire having 
been eulogised as Heaven, inasmuch as itis the whole of the Master 
that 1s carried to the Heavenly regions, the whole of the ékakapdla should 
be offered into the Heavenly Fire, And these sigmifications of the words 
are based upon the qualities (possessed by the objects denoted by them) 

The Bhashya puts the question - “ How can a word, not expressive of 
gualetres, denote qualities ?” And this question is based upon the miscon- 
ception that the words are directly expressive of the qualities , however, 
what we actually hold ıs that all the significations of a word are some- 
how or other connected with its direct denotation , and hence so long 
as we can keep on the track of the o:ginal denotation, we can have 
no ground for assuming any other denotative potentiality in the word 
And in such cases as of the sentence ‘Devadatta ıs a hon,’ we can very 
reasonably make the figurative signification of the word ‘lon’ based 
upon its original denotation , as the word ‘hon’ denotes the class ‘lion, 
this indicates such qualities as those of courage and the like, and the pre- 
sence of these qualities in Devadatta gives mse to the idea that hes a 
lion. And when this interpretation ıs found possible, there can be no 
reason for assuming the word ‘lion’ to” have another duect signification , 
(1) as this would make the true signification of this word always doubt- 
ful, (2) as such all usage of the word would be jeopardised; (3) and we 
would be rejecting a well-known meaning, and assuming one never heard of 

Another theory on this subject ıs this “ All such words as ‘hon’ 
“and the like, are directly denotative of the whole aggregate of the 
a ~- paiticilar Class, its Qualities and ıts Actions, and as the whole of this 

‘1s not appheable to Dévadatta, some of the qualities and actions denoted 
“being found in him, the word is applied to bım indirectly ” 
But with regard to this theory we make the following observations 
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(1) If the word denoted such an aggregate, ıt could never direct] y denote 
any one part of this aggregate , as for instance, the word ‘ hundred’ does not 
directly denote the number ‘ fifty’ , while, as a matter of fact, wefind the word 
‘lhon’ being used, when the only idea in the mind is that of the Class 
wholly devoid of the idea of any Actions or Qualities And the Class, 
‘hon’ 13 distinctly recognised to be directly denoted by the word, and 
the word is not recognised as being applied to ıt only indirectly, as to 
Dévadatta, &c., (and this would be mevitable if the word were denotative 
of the whole aggregate) (2) And further, such a theory would be duect- 
ly against the conclusion arrived at under the Adhikar ana on ‘ Class "—1 2g 
that the word denotes the Olass (3) The number of Actions and Qualities 
being endless, any relationship of the word with each of these would 
never be comprehended (4) Even im the case of a single Individual (to 
say nothing of the whole Class), we find that, at different periods of his 
life—infancy, youth and old age—his actions and qualities are different f 
and certainly no such indefinite actions, &e, could be held to be denoted 
by any word , for the simple reason that the word can have no relationship 
with them. (5) Nor could the fact of certain qualities and actions beme 
possessed in common by certain mdividuals yustify the assumption of 
these belonging to a certam ‘ Class, because there are many qualities 
and actions that may be common among vazious Classes 

Thus then, we must conclude that 1t1s only the Class ‘ Inon’ that 
could differentiate the hous from all other animals, and ıt could not 
rightly serve as such a differentiator, if 1t were not denoted by the word 
‘lon’, and if the class be admitted to be denoted by the word, then it 
cannot be accepted as denoting anything else That is to say, unless the 
Class ‘lion’ be denoted by the word ‘lion’ it would be itself uncogrised , 
and as such it could not serve to differentiate the qualities and actions 
(possessed by lions ) , and if it be admitted to be denoted, then the idea of 
the Class being enough to give us anidea of all Actions and Qualities, there 
would be no need of assuming any other denotative potency (of the word 
‘hon,’ with reference to these Actions, &e ) And for these reasons, we 
conclude that if the words were significant of an aggregate of such 
qualities, actions, dc, they could not, even mduectly, be any one portion 
of this aggregate 

Some people hold the following theory “A word is gauna (Qe, 
“secondarily apphed to an object) when the character of that which 
“as denoted by the word is imposed upon that object The sense of 
“this theory is that a word ‘lion’ being strictly denotative of a 
“ particular class cannot be applied to another object (Dévadatta), merely 
“ through the presence therein of certain actions and qualities belonging 
“ to that which is denoted by that word And unless the word ‘hon’ be 
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“ applicable to Dévadatta, we could not have any such sentence as that 
“< Dévadatta is a lion,’ which expresses a distinct co-extensiveness 
“between the lion and Dévadatta , and the only explanation of the way in 
“which the word could be applicable to Dévadatta, les in the fact that 
“ab times, a certain word imposes the nature of 1ts own denotations upon 
“ another object, and thereby making this latter object denotable by 
‘itself, becomes applicable to ıt ‘That is to say, the actions and qualities 
“ of Dévadatta being found to be similar to those of the lion, the complete 
“ nature of the hon is mposed upon him, and he comes to be recognised 
“as identical with the hon, and as such the word ‘ lion,’ when applied to 
“him, does not signify anything other than the lion, which forms its own 
“orginal denotation But this does not mean that Dévadatta is denoted 
“ by the word ‘lion’ duectly , because, after all, the character of the lion 
“is only «mpesed upon him, and ıt 1s only when the denotation is directly 
“of the word itself, and there 1s no emposition, that it can be called a 
“ dwecé denotation. And hence our theory is not open to any objection ” 

In regard to this theory, we make the followmg remarks This 
cannot be, because any such emposiivon 18 absolutely impossible, for all 
objects having unique (unmixed) characters of their own, the character 
of one object could not be imposed upon another, for the purposes of 
denotition, by any persons not labourmg under a gross delusion 

For mstance,—-(1) when a person, under a delusion, imposes the charac- 
ter of Water upon the Mw age, and speaks of ıt as‘ water,’ then m that case 
both the speakez and the person addressed comprehend the word ‘water’ 
in its direct denotation (though under the spell of the delusion), and in 
this case the delusory denotation 1s none other than the direct one (and there 
18 NO imposition),—(2) In a case where the speaker knows the Mirage 
to be a Maage and nob Water, and still he speaks of 16 as ‘water,’ with a 
view to delude the peison addressed, who does not know that ıb is uct 
walor, then in the case of the former, masrouch as he knows that 1b is ? ot 
mage, tneve can be no umposition of the ciwecte: of Water upon ihe 
miragc, while the case of the latter, what at commehrods ander the 
derien is, for lim, the Teter itselt, and as sv . even in bis case there is 
nouwuect application of the wod ‘water,’ gd hence there can be 19 
Imposition in this case either ,—(3) In a case where uore of the two is uncer 
a delusion (both knowing the Mirage to be comzvhing other tian Wate), 
the comprehension that they have is on? of wéie stuealariiy (aud no Ider- 
tity}, ond heuce in this case too there can he ro Imposition. 

So wiso in the case of the sentence ‘ Dévadatta:s a lion,’ both the spealer 
aud the pason addressed are fully cognisant of the difference between ie 
man ond the hon; and hence none of them cen have the pow: te : apose cu 
character or identity of the one upon the other Pact ato ss, just a6 1a 
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the case of the different kinds of taste—Butter, Sweet, etc »~—that are known 
to be different from one another, ıt never happens that any two of them 
being recognised to be identical, the character of the one is imposed upon 
the other, exactly in the same manner, among similar objects also, mas- 
much as they are always recognised to be different from another, there 
could be no imposition, and certainly in the case of words, there 1s no 
cognition that ıs of any use in its usage, save that of its meaning 

And further, masmuch as no word is ever used, unless there is a 
basis for 1ts usage, how could there be any idea, by itself, mdependently of 
the object. (That is to say the class ‘Lion’ 1s the only basis for the use of 
the word ‘lion ,’ and this class does not pertain to Dévadatta, hence m 
regard to Dévadatta how could one have any idea of the hon ? Any such 
idea would be absolutely baseless And hence no amount of imposition by 
the speaker, even 1f16 were possible, could make the word ‘hon’ applicable 
to Dévadatta). And that apart from the object, there 1s no Idea indepen- 
dently pertaimng to itself, we have alread; shown in the chapter on 
t Cinyavida’ (wide Cloka-vartika ın loco). 

And again, in the case of all words, the first denotation that they recall 
to the mind 1s one that has been known before , and hence just as the word 
‘lion’ would be pi onounced, tts direct denotation (the lion) would be direct- 
ly comprehended (as this is the only meaning that 1s known from before- 
hand) and then, where could there be any room for Impositicn ? 

That is to say, in all cases, the differentiation of sigmifications into 
direct and indirect serves a useful purpose, only ın the help that ıt affords 
the person addressed to ascertain the tiue signification of the word (in any 
sentence) (and 1t does not suit any purpose of the speaker) And assoonas 
the word ‘lon’ has been uttered, the persons addressed directly compre- 
hend ıt, as not having its denotation imposed upon any other object, and 
then ıt 1s that, finding this direct denotation to be incompatible with its 
avowed coextensiveness with Dévadatta, they conclude to take the word 
‘lion’ im its mdirect or figurative sense And im this 1t is clear that the 
persons addressed comprehend this figurative meanmg only through 
similarity, without having themselves imposed the character of the hon 
upon Dévadatta 

And when we proceed to consider whether this comprehension pro- 
ceeds from the word, or from its denotation, 16 becomes clear, through 
negative and positive concomitance, as also through the conclusion arrived 
at im the Adhekarana on ‘ Class,’ that ıt proceeds from thedenotation Be- 
cause even when the word ‘hon’ has not been uttered, 1f we happen to 
have an idea m our mind of the anımal, we at once recognise 1ts similarity 
in Dévadatia (if we find him possessed of exceptional courage, ete ), while, 
on the other hand, 1f we have no idea of the ammmal, even 1f the word ‘lion’ 
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be uttered, we could have no idea of the similarity (of Dévadatta to the 
lion.) 

Aud when, as a matter of fact, there is no Imposition in the minds of 
the persons addressed, ıt follows that there could be none im that of the 
speaker, and hence when a man utters the sentence—‘ Dévadatta is a hon’ 
—the idea that the persons addressed have is, not that ‘he has imposed 
the character of the lon upon Dévadatta ,’ but the working of their minds 
may be explained as bemg somewhat to this effect: “What he means by 
the word hon here is an aggregate of certain properties and actions that 
aie concomitant with the class hon , itis for the sake of brevity that he 
does not mention these properties, ete., by all the words that express them 
individually , specially as there is no single word expressive of all these , and 
hence ın order to give an idea of all these properties, he uses the word 
‘lion,’ because the properties he wishes to express are concomitant with 
the class on (which 1s denoted by the word ‘lion’ ), specially as all usage 
amoug men is carried on according to the already existing significations of 
words , and hence no usage can produce new significations of them ” 

And again, if the indirect or figurative signification of a word be held 
to be due to the aforesaid imposition by the speaker, then, inasmuch as 
there is no author of the Veda, we could not have any such signification im 
the case of the words of the Veda 

For these reasons, we conclude that the expression Gauna (or Secon- 
dary, Indirect, or Figurative) Szgnijicatzon must be defined as that which is 
based upon the fact of the existence of certain properties (guna) (an com- 
mon between the two objects, Lion and Devadatta), and there can be no 
other definition. 

Oljection ‘ (1) If such be the case, then there could be no such 
“figu ative assertion as that ‘this ıs a sky-flower’; because there are no pro- 
“ perties that are concomitant with the sky-flower; and (2) without an 
“Imposition, how could the Bauddha bring forward any arguments 
“against the Sinkhya theory of Pradhana being the origin of the creation ? 
“For unless he admits the existence of such a thing as Pradhāna, any 
“ denial of ıt would be absolutely useless, and 1f he admits of ıt, such 
“denial would be a self-contradiction ; and the denial could be possible 
“only by taking the character of the cause of the world to be imposed upon 
“the Pradhina.” 

To this we make the folowing reply As a matter of fact it is to 
your own theory that the above objections are applicable. Because how 
ean the character of the sky-flower, being itself a non-entity, be imposed. 
upon that which does not exist (whose existence is sought to be denied 
by the assertion ‘this ıs a sky-flower’)? Because it is only that which 1s 
known to have an existence, and to be possessed of certain properties, 
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with regard to which there can be any question as to whether it 1s ım- 
posed or not imposed 

In the case of such assertions as— the self ıs a sky-flower,’ ‘this 
theory of yours is a sky-flower,’—where else have you perceived the class 
sky-flower,’ which, like the class ‘ Inon; could be imposed (upon the self, & ), 
as the class Lion 1s imposed? Hence you must admit that itis the mere 
form of the sky-flower itself that could constitute the Imposition Anda 
cognition of this cannot be said to be induect (or figuiative), because 
the word, ‘sky-flower’ has no other signification, which could be held to 
be the principal or direct meaning, specially as the form of the sky-flower, 
being cognised at first by means of the word, cannot be denied the charac- 
ter of the principal or direct meaning 

It may be asked—‘ How can a non-entity form the object of direct 
denotation P’ But the same question would also apply to the case of the 
sky-flower bemg the object of an indirect signification 

[Nor can the fact of the sky-flowe: being an object of mdurect deno- 
tation be held to be based upon the aforesaid Imposition, because] as a 
matter of fact, that alone can be said to be the indirect meaning, upon 
which something else is imposed, and not that which 1s imposed upon 
another, and in the case ın question we find that ıt 1s the sky-flower that 
is umposed (upon the Self, &c ), and as there ıs no other object (the self 
being demed by the speaker), 1t would be 1mposed upon itself! 

To the above the following objection might be raised: “It ıs the form 
of such entities as the jar and the lke that ıs imposed upon the sky- 
flower, and as such the fact of 1ts forming the indirect signification cannot 
be said to be merely an assumption ” 

But this 1s not quite true, because in the case of the sky-flower, we 
have no idea of any positive entity (such as the form of the jar, &e), For 
as a matter of fact, the meaning of the word ‘sky-flower,’ thatis compre- 
hended on the first occasion of the perception of the relationship 
(between the two words forming the compound), must also be the one 
comprehended subsequently Nor have any such objects as Hare’s horns 
(‘sky-flower,’ &.) ever before been recognised m the form of positive 
entities, nor aie the sky-flower, &c , ever perceived to have any connection 
with the comprehension of any other positive entity , and though a distinct 
relationship 1s cognised to exist between the significations of the two words 
(‘sky ’ and ‘ flower’) forming the compound, yet these two significations 
are not indirect or secondary ones, because they are distinctly recognised 
as the direct denotations of the words. 

Objection: " How then can there be such an assertion as that ‘ the 
‘Share’s horn does not exist,—if the hare’s horn has never before been 
“perceived as a positive entity ? And ıf ıt has ever been perceived as a 
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“ positive entity, how could there be an absolute negation of 16 ? For just 
“ see—it is only when an object has been found to exist ın one place, that 
í igs existence is denied in another, and at one and the same place, no 
“ object 18 ever recognised as both existimg and non-existing. It may be 
“urged that—‘it 1s for this same reason (that 1s, for the same reason that 
‘s makes the recognition of both the existence and non-existence of an object 
“ina single place contradictory) that we hold the foim of the positive 
“entity to beimposed uponit,’ But this cannot be , because that which is 
imposed stands equally ın need of having its existence 1ecognised-some- 
“ where else (before it can be 1mposed). Nor can the existence of one 
“ thing bring about the imposition of another, because there can be no 
“ connection between the two. It may be asked—‘ How 1s 1t, then, that the 
“existence of the barren desert leads to the imposition of the form of 
“ water (ın the mirage) ?? But the example does not fit im with the case in 
s qnestion; because the existence of the water bas been perceived else- 
“ where. How then, we ask, can there be such an assertion as tha ‘the 
“ hare’s horn does not exist’? ” 

(1)-The first explanation of the sentence given by some people 1s that 
the non-existence of the hare’s horn having been recognised by the mere 
utterance of the word itself, all that the expression ‘does not exist’ does 
is to describe 16 onee agam. (2) Or, the words ‘does not exist” point to 
all kinds of ‘€ negation,’ and the words ‘ Hare’s horn’ serves to specify thia 
negation (as the most absolute one), and the ‘hare’s horn ’ is not speci- 
fied by the expression ‘does not exist’, because the general negation (ex- 
pressed by the expression ‘does not exist’) ıs not incompatible with the 
particular (absolute) negation (expressed by the word ‘hare’s horn’) 
[though the particular negation 1s not absolutely compatible with the 
general negation}. (3) Or, ıt may be that when a person has comprehended 
the meanings of the two words forming the compound, and has also got at 
the comprehension of the relationship between these two, as indicated by 
the componnd—which is just like the compound ‘ Rajapurushah’ (the 
King’s man),-——if it so happen that he has never known the hare to have 
no horns,—the sentence ‘the hare’s horn does not exist’ may serve the 
purpose of pointing out to such a person the fact of there bemg no connec- 
tion (between the meanings of the two words forming the compound). 
(4) Or, it may be that, apart from the compound, the sentence may be 
taken as pointing out the Hare as the receptacle, and then referring to the 
horn as perceived in the Cow, &c.,—the expression ‘does not exist’ denying 
(without any :mposition) the fact of there being any connection between the 
horn (as perceived in the cow) and the hare , and then the expression ‘ hare’s 
horn’ sc: ves the purpose of pomting out the same absence of the connec- 
tion that has beon previously comprehended by means of the same word. 


“VAJAMANAH PRASTARAH’ EUTOGISES IHE BEDDING 44S 


(5) Or, lastly, 16 may be that the apparent contradiction in the assertion 
may be explained on the ground of the object referred to by the sentence 
being taken, without any kind of imposition, to be the peculian flat surface 
ou the hare’s head, which has not become hardened and lengthened by 
the gradually accumulating layers of flesh (like a horn) (and as such 1t is 
only a positive entity that is referred to by the sentence) (like a horn) 
As ıt has been well said that the action that 1s pointed ont by such nega- 
tions as ‘he does not go,’ &c, 1s the same that is expressed im a positive 
form by the expression ‘he says ’ 

Thus then, words like ‘hare’s horn,’ having in the above-mentioned 
manner got at their duect denotation, come to be applied induectly (or 
figuratively) to any other object which appears in a form other than the 
generall, recognised one For you, however, the word having no duect 
signification of its own, any chance of its figurative use 1s very remote, 
specially because if the original meaning itself of the word be an indnect 
one, there can be no farther indirect application of ıb to any other mean- 
ing (or object) Because ın the sentence ‘the student is Fue,’ the word 
‘Fire,’ applymg to the student only indirectly (or figuratively), cannot 
apply indirectly to any other object (thiough the student) This will 
be explained later on, under the Satra VI—in--32 

As for such negations as those of the Piadhdana of the Saukhyas and 
the like, these too cannot be said to be based upon any Imposition , 
because they may be explamed ın the following manner The sentence— 
‘there 1s no Pradhaina’ only points out that there ıs no Pradhdna , apart 
from such causes of the Universe, as the Atoms, Bodies, &c. That 18 to 
say, the word ‘ Pradhina’ pertains to the Cause of the Universe, and it 
is such a Pradhana thatis denied by the Bauddha and others, on the 
ground that there can be no such cause apart from such causes as Atoms 
(as held by the Natyayika), or a series of ‘ Bodies,’ and the like (as held by 
the Jama) , that ıs to say, the word ‘ Pradhana’ denotes nothing other 
than these atoms, &c.’ Therefore the secondary signification of these words 
also are based upon ther own direct meanings, and as such there can 
be no incongruity 1n our theory as regards such relations. l 

For these reasons, ın the case of the sentence ‘ Yajamanah prastarah, 
the yajamdna, having been cognised, indicates the character of fulfilling 
one’s own purpose, and the prastara and the ekakapila too are found, 
indirectly, to serve the purposes of the yajamana, and as such being 
mdirectly indicated by the word ‘ yajam@na,’ through thew actions, they 
come to be taken as praised by means of that word (as shown above) 

These explanations also apply to the case of the similarities of origin, 


&ec as shown below. 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 


[In the passage—‘ Ggntibrdhmanah, the word * gm’ r meant to be in 
praise of the Brahmana, §c , through the sumilarity of Origin (Sutra 24) ] 


The Bhashya has cited as an instance under this head, the sentence 
t dgnéyo bı Ghmanah,’* where the word ‘ dgnéya’ 1s said to be im praise of the 
Biahmana But the word ‘agnéya’—signifying as ıb does ‘one whose 
Daity 1s Agnt ’—1s applicable to the Brahmana directly, and there need not 
be an indirect signification ım this case , because there is no doubt that the 
Bidhmana has some sort of relationship with Agni, and this 1s all that is 
signified by the nominal affix ın the word. It ıs not necessary that ıt 1s only 
an Offering that can be related to a Deity , because the offerer of the sacri- 
fice also has some relationship with the Deity, and as such this can very 
well be spoken of as belonging to him, as the Bhashya itself says late: on 
‘t The Deity belongs to the sacrificing person also’ And hence this word 
cannot serve as the proper example in the present connection. 

Therefore we must cite as instances such assertions as‘ The Bidhmana 
is Agni,’ where the word directly signifying the Fire, indirectly points to 
the Brahmana, through the quality of bemg born from Prajapati’s mouth 
(which is common to Agni and to the Bıähmana). 

By the word ‘div’ here 1s meant ‘janma’ or origin, and though in 
reality there is no such thing (as the origin or birth of Fire) yet 
inasmuch as the fact of Agni and Brahmana having been produced out of 
Prajapati’s mouth has been described in an Arthavada passage, it can serve 
as the basis for the figurative expression used in the sentence ın question, 


ADHIKARANA (14) 


[In the sentence ‘yajamano yiipah’ and in ‘adityé yüpah, the yupa vs 
praised by the words ‘ yaamina’ and ‘ Aditya’ through the similarity of shape 
{Sitra 25) ] 

Objection : “ Sérapya or smuilarity 18 the basis of all figurative expres- 
sions, why then should it be cited as the basis of a particular expression pe 

Reply: Trne it is s0, but the ‘ Saripya’ or sımilarity meant here is 
that of shape, which 1s perceptible to the eye. For instance, the upright- 
ness and the brightness due to the painting, belonging to the sacrificial post 
(yitpa) are visible to the eye, and its through these properties that it us 
eulogwed by means of the words ‘ yayaména ’ and ‘aditya’ (the maste” 
of the sacrifice and the sun bemg both upright and bright). Because the 
sentence ın question cannot be taken as laymmg down the fact of the 
yyamina being utihsed as the sacrificial post ; becanse m that case the 
yajamana being stack up in the ground (lıke the post) and having the 
animal tethered to him, could not perform the daties of the yazamdna ; 
and this would bea most absurd incongraity. As for the Sun, ib 18 
absolutely impossible for him to be employed asthe post. Even ifẹ 
certain person, atheistically mehned, would make a wooden image of the 
San (and then employ this image as the post) then too the word ‘ Sun * 
would apply to such an image only indirectly , and in that case rather than 
admit of an indirect sigusfication in an Injuncton, it would be far more 
reasonable to accept it m an Arthavada. 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


[In the sentence ‘ apagavo va anyé gogvébhyah, pagaro goagvah ’—the word 
‘apagu’ rs an direct parse of the Cow and the Horse, through mere Prarse 
(Sütra 26) ] 


Objection “It has been shown above that all figurative expressions 
are based upon praise, why then should ıt be brought ın as the basis of a 
particular figurative expression ? ” 

Reply - Tiue, but in all other cases Praise ıs the 1esult of the figura- 
tive expression, while in the sentence in question ıb forms its basis, just 
like the similarity of shape, &c 

“ But how can it be so? ” 

The word ‘ paçu ° having signified the excellence of the cow and the 
Horse, the negative compound ‘ apacn’ indicates the absence of that ex- 
cellence in all other animals 

As a matter of fact, however, itis not that the form of the “pagu’ 
(animal) does not belong to the buffalo, &c., because any such assertion 
would be contradicting a fact of ordinary sense-peiception , nor can the 
assertion ‘ apacavo vā anyé gogvébhyah’ (all others besides the cow and the 
hoise are non-animals) be taken as the mere denial of the true functions 
of the animal, in the buffalo, &c, because such animal-functions have 
been described ın many Vedic passages, as belonging to these also. 

Nor can 16 be held that these sentenees could be taken as optional 
alternatives to the sentence that denied their animal functions Because 
there is a distinct difference in the authoritative character of the two de- 
clarations , as in the case of the declaration of the functions belonging to 
the buffalo, &c , the Injunctions already exist, whereas ın the case of the 
other declaration, the Injunction will have to be assumed And when the 
use of the word ‘non-amimal’ can be! very easily explained as being in praise 
of the Cow and the Horse, there is no pressing need for assuming any such 
Injunction , specially as in both cases the abandoning of the direct signi- 
fication 1s equally necessary (in the case of the Praise ‘pagu ’=excellent, 
while ın the other case, 1t=performing the functions of the animal); and 
furthe:, in the case of such an assumption, the sentence ‘ pagavo gogvah’ 
would be a useless repetition Nor is ıt quite possible to deny the exis- 
tence (in the buffalo) of the actions and properties inhermg im the class 
‘animal’ (by the word ‘ apagu.’) , nor too can this word be taken as deny- 
ing the existence of such properties as are peculiar to the Cow and to the 
Horse , because m that case too, the assertion would not be of much use , 
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because this fact is pointed out by the word ‘ anyé’ in the sentence (and 
hence the use of ‘apagu’ would be wholly redundant) And 161s absolute- 
ly necessary that the negative prefix ın ‘ apagu’ should have a function only 
when that which 1s to be negatived (mz, the character of the animal) has 
been duly comprehended by means of the word after it (‘ paçu’) , because 
there can be no negation, when there 1s nothing to be negatıved 

Nor can there be any use for any other meaning of the word ‘ apagu’ 
than mere excellence, and from 1ts connection with the word, ‘Cow’ and 
‘Horse, ’ ıt 13 clear that 16 signifies excellence, although 16 18 also capable 
of signifying non-excellence (of other animals), yet as the context does not 
stand ın need of any mention of non-excellence, ıt must be taken (even if 
referred to other animals) as denying the excellence, but as any such mere 
denial does not serve a useful purpose, the word must be taken to m- 
dicate, through this denial, the superior excellence of others (vz, the Cow 
and the Horse) 

The fall signification of the sentence therefore comes to be this - 
There 1s no other excellence in other animals, ın comparison with the Cow 
and the Horse, and hence the indirect denial of excellence contained in 
the word ‘apagu,’ ıs due to the praise of the Cow and the Horse And 
(though ıb 1s the denial of the excellence of other ammals that 1s thus 
found to lead to the praise of the Cow and the Horse, and as such this 
Praise cannot be said to be the means of the said demial, yet) we speak of 
the Praise as preceding the demal, because there can be no other reason for 
the latter. In any other case, however, whenever the praise would be found 
to appear after the dental, 1t would not be spoken of as its means. 


ADHIKARANA (16). 


[In the sentence ‘ Srshtirupadadhat,’ the name ‘ Srshte’ 18 applied to 
all the Mantras un question on the ground of the word being found in a great 
number of them (Sitra 27) | 


If on the strength of the verb ‘upadadhat.’ we accept the sentence 
te be an Injunction,—then the great difficulty would be that there are no 
& wks, that, either in class or in the properties possessed, are differentiated 
from other bricks, by the same ‘ Srshti’; because auy bricks, that may 
be put into the altar with these Mantras, may be called ‘ Srshtt.? Andif the 
sentence be taken as an Injunction (że, if the Mantras containing the word 
‘Srektt’ were enjoined with reference to the putting up of the bricks) 
in general, then the whole process of the putting up would be pervaded 
over by these Mantras, and as such there would be absolutely no use for 
those Mantras, which, though not laid down by means of any direct In- 
junction, are yet employed in the putting up of the bricks, m accordance 
with their uses pointed out by the expressive power of certain words con- 
tained in them and by the context ın which they occur For this reason, 
uasmuch as all these Mantras are found to be applicable to the putting 
up, as pointed out by the contexts in which they occur, the word ‘ Srshtz’ 
must be taken as pointing to only a few of the Mantras to be so employed ; 
and through the pecuher signification of the word ‘ Srshé.’ (as that in 
which this word is present) the word im the sentence in question must 
be taken as employed with a view to eulogise all the Mantras used at the 
putting up of the bricks. 

To this, some people make the following objection “ The putting up 
‘fof the bricks being included ın the collecting of them laid down elsewhere, 
“and the Maniras to be employed in it bemg duly pointed out by the con- 
“ text, as also by the expressive power of certain words contained in the Man- 
“ tras themselves, ıb could have nothing todo with any Arthavdda, appear- 
“ing apart from itself, because the compatibility of the Arthavada lies in 
“ the fact of its forming one sentence (or being taken along) with the In- 
‘junction, as we have already shown under Sūtra I—ii—42. Nor do we 
“find any other accessory mentioned, to which the sentence in question 
“ could refer And thus then, the sentence comes to serve the only purpose 
“of rejecting (other bricks) (2 e., the meaning of the sentence comes to be 
“that we should make use of no bricks other than those that are put np 
“with the particular Mantras), and hence the uselessness of the sentence 
‘continues as before; and if is necessary to point out its use,” 
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To this, some people make the following reply It 1s the putting up 
that 1s enjomed by the sentence, and the Mantra 1s referred to only with a 
view to show the great importance of the puting up,—the purport of the 
sentence being that the putting up 1s so very excellent that it is done 
with such important Mantras It cannot be urged that this putting up is 
employed ın the collectung (of the bricks), because mere collecting would 
be accompanied by the mere piling together of the bricks (whereas 
putting up means the arranging of them im a particular order, m making 
the saciificial altar) Nor could the putting up be said to be of the bricks 
collected together, because, masmuch as the putting up is laid down with 
reference to the bricks, its injunction would have to be repeated with regard 
to each individual biick of the collection And further, even though the 
putting up may be pointed out by the mention of collecting, yet ıt would 
be necessary to mention 1t where 16 has been mentioned, ın order to show 
that the name of ‘ Adhvaryava’ belongs to the action , which would show that 
the putting up of all the bricks ıs to be done by a single person, the Adh- 
varyu priest. While if the putting up were left to be mfeired from the 
mention of the collecting, there would be no such fixity as to its performer 
Nor could all the Mantras be employed in the said putteng up, as some 
of them do not have any such particular use expressed by any words in 
themselves, and these could be employed in the holding of the bricks 
also 

Then again, the beks, directly mentioned in the Brāhmanas, being 
utilised ın the middle altar (as will be shown later on), and the nature 
of these bricks being incapable of being ascertained without beimg con- 
nected with the Mantras whereby the puting up 1s performed, ıt becomes 
necessary, even for the accomplishment of the middle altar, to connect 
the Mantras with the puting up Such being the case, those Mantras 
that appear in the chapter on Aupinuvikya, uot bemg capable of any 
relationsmp (with any action) without explicit directions, the sentence 
ın question cannot be said to be useless 

Nor 1s ıt absolutely necessary that the Sdtra shonld be taken as assert- 
ing the character of an Arthavdda (to belong to the sentence in question) , 
as all that the Swira does ıs to show that, inasmuch as the word ‘ Srshte’ 

happéns to occur in a greater number of the Mantras in question, the name 
18 applied to all of them And hence we cannot very well take the sentence 
to be an Injunction of the Srshixs as the materials to be employed. 

The Bhashya, however, only points ont that the sentence could not be 
taken as an Injunction without takmg certain words im the figurative sense 
(which is not allowable man Injunction), and that for this reason, 1t 
must be taken as a desciiptive Aithar@da And what this means 1s that, 
thongh the Mantias in question are spoken of as one collective whole, as 
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in the sentence ‘he hymns by a single hymn, ’—yet the distinguishing word 
‘Srshtv’ 1s found only among a few of them, such as the Anuvakya, &e , 
and hence uf the word ‘ Srsh's’ were applied to all the Mantras, ıt would be 
abandoning its direct signification, and accepting an indirect one (which 
is not allowable man Injunction), and while induectly indicating the 
Mantras (not contamimg the word) ıt would also denote those that do 
contain it, and this would be a very complicated process If, however, 
it 1s taken as a mere descrupiwe eulogy of the putting up, any recourse to 
indirect or figurative expression canuot be considered undesirable. 


ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The case of the word pranabhi tah’ in the sentence ' m dnabhiita upada- 
dhatr’ ıs the same as that of the word ‘ Gishti? described above, the only dif- 


ference being that an thas case, this distingurshing word s found in fewer 
Mantras (Sūtra 28) ] 


The Objection and the Reply, in the case of the word ‘pranabhrtah’ are 
the same as those in the case of the word ‘S)shiz’, and the only reason 
why this is treated of separately ıs that in this case the word, though 
found in fewer Mantras, 1s applied to many of them And as before, so in 
this case also, the original denotation ıs not wholly abandoned, and as 
such this process of mdirect Indication ıs admitted, as 1t 1s often found that 
when the whole ıs mentioned, ıt brings about an idea of the part also 

[Thatis to say, the Indirect signification of a word being defined as one 
that is based upon the relationship of certain properties indicated by the 
duect denotation, though, in the cases ın cuestion words like ‘ Srshtz’ 
are found to be used figuratively (indirectly), yet, inasmuch as such a 
word is unable to indicate any properties not connected with itself,—such, for 
instance, as a multztude,—and the multitude extending over all its con- 
stituents—-even 1f one of these constituents is left out, the whole multitude 
becomes left out, and hence the woid must be taken as pointing out the tak- 
ing in of all the constituents When, however, the figurative expression 1s 
differentiated from Indication on the ground of the former altogethe: neglect- 
ing the original meaning while the latter retains a trace of it, the significa- 
tion of the word ‘Gishti’ would be of the form of Indication, Thus then], 
the Cloka quoted should be construed thus Ina case where the word ne- 
glects all1elationship ofits original denotation, and points only to the form of 
a property of that which is denoted by ıt directly,—in the case of sucha word 
the only comprehension that ıt brings about is that of the form of the object 
defined, and not of the definer also (because this forms only the means of 
the comprehension of the former) Whule in the case of the words ‘ Srshiz’ 
and the like, the © sht: (duectly denoted by the word) being abandoned by the 
multitude or collection of Mantras indicated by that word, on the ground 
of some of them containmg that word,—mmasmuch as the name does not 
extend over all the Mantras, the mere mention of the definmg word not 
giving an idea of the whole Mulitude,—it necessarily takes within itself an 
idea of the defining word ‘ Grshéi’ also, and hence 1m this case the cognition 
of both the defining word and the defined is purely verbal. 
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ADHIKARANA (18) 
[Treating of the fact of all doubts beng removed by subsequent passages J 


Sutra (28): In all doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is 
arrıved at by the help of subsequent passages. 


The Injunction and the Eulogy are always held to pertain to the same 
object, and hence 1f there 1s any doubt with regard to one of these, the real 
fact ıs ascertamed by the help of the other (e g , m the case of the Injunction 
* the pebbles should be wetted,’ there amses a doubt as to the material with 
which the wetting 18 to be done, and this is set aside by the coneluding 
‘sentence (Butter only 1s glory ’) 

Question “ What could be the ground for any such doubt? Some people 
“hold that the ground lies inthe fact of the Injunction refering to the object 
“ Butter initsgenericform. But thisis not quite a correct answer, because 
“ın that case the Injunction would bring about a definite idea with regard 
“to the generic forms, (and there could beno doubt) It may be asked— 
‘how can there be any idea of the generic forms of objects, without any 
“specifications ?’ But to this we reply that such an idea would be exactly 
“hke what we have 11 the case of Butter, that 1s to say, in the case of Butter 
‘also, there may be a doubt as to whether it is fresh or stale, produced ont 
‘of the milk of the cow, or from that of the, buffalo; and just as in this 
‘case, without any specification, we have have an idea of Butter in general, 
“and there is no donbt ın our minds, so exactly ın the same manner,—in 
“the sentence—‘ the pebbles should be wetted .... Butter is glory itself’— 
“all doubts with regard to the word ‘ butter’ ceases, by taking 1t to denote all 
“viscous liquids that can be utilised ın the wetting of the pebbles. 

“With a view to these arguments others hold that the doubt arises on 
“account of the mention, ın the subsequent Arthavdda of a particular 
“material in the shape of Butter But even this is not quite correct, be- 
* cause such a specification would be all the more a reason for arriving at a 
“definite conclusion, for instance, there is no doubt in our minds, on hear- 
“ting the sentence, ‘ bring the cow, the white one.’ ” 

But this Analogy does not quite apply to the case in question ; because 
1f the specification were contained in the Injunction itself (as 16 18 in the ın- 
stance you have cited) then there could be nodoubtin the mind of any person, 
but if, ın the mstance you have cited, the specification were contained im a 
subsequent A: thavtda passage (as there is in the case in question), the chance 
of doubt would be as great im this as in the sentence ım question. 
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That 1s to say, 1f the sentence were in the form—“ the pobbles should be 
wetted by butter ”—then there would be no room for any doubt, on the 
other hand, if the sentence you have cited were im the form of the sentence 
in quesiion—as “ bring the cow the white one 1s excellent,” —then there 
would certainly be a ground for doubt , and then this would also form a fit 
object of the present discussion, Hence, inasmuch as ım the case of the 
sentence in question, the generic object 1s mentioned in one place, while the 
specific one is mentioned in another, this cannot bub give rise to a 
doubt 

On account of this doubt, some people hold that the Injnuctive sen- 
tence 1s something quite apart from the A? thavdda sentence , and in support 
of this they biing forward the following arguments — 

“Tf both of them formed a single sentence, ıt would end with the 
‘pointing out of the specific object (Butte:), and as such the sentence as a 
“whole bringing about the idea of this particular object, there would be no 
“roomfor any doubt If, however, they aie taken as two distinct sentences, 
“then one being found to point out the generic object (any hgqnid), 
“while the other speaks of a specific object (Butter), 11s only natural that 
“there should be a doubt Though it has been explained above that the 
“ Arthavada forms a single sentence with the Injunction,—yet this only 
“refers to the subsequent relationship of the two, which is just like the te- 
“ lationship of the Primaty sentence with the Subsidiary sentences, for 
“ instance, it ıs only after the sentences have only ended with the significa- 
“tion of their own meanings, that they are jomed together into one (com- 
“ plete) sentence, in accordance with their respective primary or subsidiary 
“ character.” 

But this theory does not appear quite reasonable, because those mdi- 
vidual collections of words, which serve to signify things that are of use in 
the performance of certain actions, can very rightly be taken as separate 
sentences. As for the Arthavdda passage, however, we find that before 16 
has been coupled with an Injunction, itremains absolutely useless, and 
hence 1t cannot be admitted to be joined to the Injunction, before it has 
signified its own meaning. If the two were totally mdependent of each 
other, there could he no doubt at all, as one would rest ın the mgnification 
of the generic, as the other in that of the specific object, and whichever 
thing ıs mentioned ın any sentence it 18 comprehended without any doubt, 
by means of that sentence. 

It may be urged that—“ the Injunction resting in the generic object 
“ could be subsequently specified, exactly hke a Mantra, which 18 at first 
“ comprehended in its general bearing, and then subsequently comes to be 
“ recognised ın its specific bearings (on particular sacrifices).” But im that 
case the subject would become included in the Adhekarana treating of 
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Mantras, and its mention on the present occasion would be a useless re- 
petition 

Thus then, ıt ıs only when they are taken as forming the two parts of 
a single sentence, that the beginning of the sentence being found to refer to 
the generic object, and the end to the specific object, there would be an ap- 
parent contradiction, but ıb 1s a recognised fact that the two must refer to 
the same object, and hence the question very naturally auses as to the 
signification of which part of the sentence 1s to be modified in accordance 
with that of the other 

The Bhashya puts the question—‘ Which 1s the more reasonable ? ” 
And the sense of this 1s that the direct signification 1s the more reasonable, 
and not the indirect Indication 

And the doubt being thus established, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as Aithavadas are subsidiary to the Injunction, and are 
“ merely descriptive, 1t 18 ın them that. we can have figurative expressions, 
“ the Injunction, on the other hand, being the principal factor, we can have 
“ none init, specially as at the time that the Injunction appears, there has ap- 
“neared no Arthavdda, on account of the contradiction of which any word in 
“the Injunction could be taken figuratively. 

“That is to say, that whichis enjoined 1s praised, and wee versa, and 
“ the Injunction, referrmg to something that has not been got at before, 
“cannot be separated fiom the direct denotation of its words If the 
“sentence had begun with the Arthavada—te, if we had it ın the form 
“¢ Butter verilyisglory, the pebbles should be wetted ’—then 1n considera- 
“tion of the priority of the comprehension of the meaning of the A thavada 
“we might perhaps make the signification of the Injunction subservient to 
“it, but as a matter of fact the sentence begins with the Injunction— the 
“ pebbles should be wetted’ ,—and hence the generic object having been pre- 
viously signified by the Injunction, if the Arthavada be found to be unable to 
“apply to 16, 16 would be absolutely useless, and as such the Arthavida can 
“ never be independent of the Injunction While, as for the object of the 
“Injunction, it 1s quite capable of independent existence, and as such if 
‘oan never be made subservient to the Arikavada , whereas the A) thavada 
“cannot but be subservient to the Injunction, And further, the specific 
‘object (Butter) can always indicate its concomitant generic object (li- 
“qud in general), but the generic not beg always accompanied by any par- 
“tigular specific object, ıt could never indicate this latter. And hence we 
“conclude that the word ‘butter’ in the Arthavada signifies all oily hquids 
“in general. 
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“ And again, the Injunction speaking of the general object, could apply 
“to the Butter, only with the help of the Arthavada , whereas 16 would re- 
“fer to all oily substances in general, without any help of the Ar thavada 
“ (and hence ıt 1s the latter view that is the more reasonable of the two). 
“ As for instance, even when the Somais held up with the Mantra sacred to 
“ Rudra, 161s not offered to Rudra alone, because the Soma for other Deities 
“is capable of bemg held without a Mantia, ın the same manner, the 
“ Injunction could point to oil, fat and other such substances, without the 
“ help of the Arthavada And again, with :egard to that fact with refer ence 
“to which we find a Praise, the Injunction loses all 1ts persuasive power, 
“whereas in that which is not praised, its persuasive faculty remains 
“ nnimpeded. 

“ Horthese 1easons, we conclude that the word ‘ Butter’ ın the Arthavada 
“must be taken as sigmifymg all oily substances.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To all this we make the following reply The functioning of the 
Injunction is not complete until it has been made attractive (by means 
of the Arthavada), hence finding the praise apphed to the Butter, we 
infer the Injunction also to apply to thesame Though ıt 18 true that at 
the outset the Injunction refers to even such substances as oul, fat and the 
lıke, yet on account of the Praise, ıt ıs concluded that it refers to the 
Butter alone, and not to oi and fat, which two therefore are not to be 
used in the wetting of the pebbles Because with reference to oil and fat 
the persuasive power of the Injunction will have to be assumed, while 
with reference to the Butter, that power is already present (Gan the 
Aithavida) And while this persuasive power already exists, if we were 
to assume another, syntactical split would be the mevitable result, and 
while accepting the persuasion to rest m the Butter, 1f we were to assume 
another persuasion with regard to oil and fat, the Injunction would have 
two different forms, and there would bea split of the sentence And hence 
we conclude that Ou1l, Fat, &c , cannot even form the objects of the Inyunc- 
tion. 

Even though the word in the Injunction be a generic one, that would 
make no difference, because any wetting by a generic enfsfy bemg impos- 
sible, there ıs & need of the mention of a particular entity, and as 
the only such entity that ıs mentioned 1s the Butter, spoken of in the 
concluding senteuce, we naturally mfer the genene word in the Injunction 
to1efertoit And even if the Butte: form the generic signification of the 
word im question there would be nothing meongruous im the rejecting 
of ol &e,,—none of which are expressed by any word—ithr mgh the direct 
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denotation of the word All that this does 1s to remove the doubt, and m 
this ıt does not contradict the evidence of any means of right notion 

Then again, in the case in question it is the mere action of wetting that 
is enjoined, and not the Material (with which the wetting 1s to be done). 
And the Action could indicate any and every material, if there were 
no Vedic passage pointing to any one particular material In the case 
im question, however, we find a distinct Arthavada ın connection with Butter, 
and hence when the generic form of the Injunction makes ıt necessary for 
us to assume a definite particular material, whichis not mentioned in the 
Injunction itself,—theie can be no ground for assuming any other save 
that which ıs eulogised in the Aithuvaida, and hence we conclude the 
Injunction to mean that the pebbles are to be wetted with butter. And 
though there might be certain delusive notions of Oil, Fat, &c, yet mas- 
much as there 1s no basis for these, no haim ıs done in 1 ejecting them alto- 
gether 

And further, if we accepted the Injunction to refer to oil, &c, there 
would be a thieefold Indication: wz (1) the Action would indicate the 
Material, (2) the Material in general would indicate the particular Material, 
and (3) the word ‘ Butter’ would indicate the generic entity 

Hence we conclude tht 16 is the using of the Butter only that is sup- 
ported by evidence. 

Other commentators have cited certain Mantas also as objects included 
under the present Ad/ikarana. But im that case, the Mantras having been 
treated of here, what would be left for bemg considered ın the closing 
Adhikarana of the sixth Adhyaya 


onp aag anaa aa opar ingr n t a A AE i E eal atta atin iti 


ADHIKARANA (19). 


[The amdefinite ıs defined by the help of the peculiar potentialstres of the 
Injunction. | 


Sutra (30). Or, ıt ıs by means of the potency ; since this forms 
a part (of the word). 


In a doubtful case, wheie there 3s no subsequent sentence to help us, 
the 1eal fact 1s ascertained by means of that potency which forms pait of 
tue Injunction 

For instance, ın the case of bowing before a god with a view to pro- 
pitiating him the word ‘añjalı’? denotes the two hands joined together 
flatly, palm to palm, whereas m such sentences as ‘one should not 
driuk water with the ajal, the same word denotes the two hands joined 
together m such a way as to appear hke an elongated cup And then, 
coming across the Injunction of Saktukoma, wherein the flour 1s laid down 
as to be offered by the ‘añjalı, there 1g a doubt as to the way in which 
the two hands should be joined together, and there being no subsequent 
sentence helping to clear the doubt, we conclude the word to sigmfy tho 
cup-like shape, because no other shape could serve the purpose of making 
the offering 

Objectton “ Such being the case, according to this rule, inasmuch. as 
“« we have a snbsequert sentence ın the form ‘one should do what he can,’ 
“it would seem that even the b'ind are entitled to the performance 
& of sacrihces, though apparently not to the look ng mto the butter, &c.” 

Reply This could not be, because there is no doubt in the matter; what 
we have said above is only with a view to the removal of doubts, and 
there 1s no doubt with regaid to any persons being entitled to sacrifices , 
specially as the subsequent sentence referred to isin the foom—‘ onc 
should perform the sacrifice wrth all vis accessories 1n the best way he can ,’ 
and we actually find that there are many performers of these complete 
sacrifices, ın the person of people with eyes mtact, and hence there is no 
Apparent Inconswtency m the Inyanction of the Action (which could serve 
asa ground for assuming the blind to be entitled to its performance). 
It ıs only ım the case of the Injunctions of those actions that are 
laid down as to be performed throughout one’s lıfe, that after a person 
has once begun rt, 1f he happen to become blind, he must continue it, and 
the leaving off of those details which his new eonditions will have made 
impossible would not vitiate the performance of the sacrifice as a whole , 
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and this we shall readily admit. Hence it follows that so long as the 
Injunction has not reached its true position, whatever is assumed (with 
a view to accomplish it) has a Vedic authority; after however the 
Injunction has been fully established, if anything happens to be assumed, 
it would have no authority, as originating from a human agent. Specially 
as the purposes of the subsequent sentence are served, in this case, by the 
peculiar potency (of the Injunction itself). 

It is with a view to this that it has been said—just as the text of the 
Smrtis is a means of the comprehension of their meaning, so also is their 
peculiar potency (or expressiveness). And it is for this reason that the 
details that are signified by such potencies are not mentioned directly if 
the Veda, which makes direct mention of only a thousandth part of it. 


Having entered into the impregnable Fortress of Dharma,—which 
has many inlets to it in the shape of Mantras, Injunctions and 
Arthavadas, wherein the Smriis take the place of weapons, and which is 
protected on all sides by the various branches of the Veda,—the 
author now proceeds to consider the whole subject of the meaning of 
Vedic texts. 


End of the Fourth Pada of the First Adhyaya. 


Here Ends Adhyaya I. 


ADHYAYA II, 
Papa I 
The Introductory Vä tıka. 


In the opening passage, the Bhashya points out the connection between 
the two Adhyadyas—First and Second. 

“ But at the very outest, we meet with the sentence— In the First 
“ Adhyaya, the defimtron of Pramanas has been given,’ This 1s not 
“qnite correct, because as a matter of fact, the author of the 
“ Saira has not given any definition of Pramānas For that ıs called 
“a definatzon which serves to differentiate a certain object from others 
“similar to it, and we find that the Sutras have not been any such 
“definition of Sense-perception and the other Pramanas Then again, 
“ Inference and the 1est have not even been mentioned im the Séivas, 
“as fo. Sense-perception, that too has been mentioned in the Saha, only 
“as not being a means of knowing Dharma, andnotas something to be defined 
“Even Verbal Authority has not, in the First Adhyadya, been defined as a 
“ Pramana, im fact 1618 only m the present Adhikarana, that 1b 1s gomg 
“to be defined as such. Though ıb is true that the anthor of the Frik 
“has supplied us with the definitions of all the Pramanas, yet this fact 
“cannot justify us m speaking of such definition as forming the ‘ sub- 
“sect-matter of the First Adhyadya’, for the simple reason that those de- 
“ finitions do not form the subject of the Séiras. How too, could ıt be 
“possible for the Sdétras to lose all their force ım regard to a subjoct 
“totally different from then own subject-matter ? 

“Secondly, the author of the Viti. too has spoken of the six 
* Pramdnas, only as not forming the real objects of enquiry (on the giound 
“of ther well-known character}, and as such, even on the strength of 
“the Vrtti, a definition of the six Piaminas cannot be spoken of as the 
“ subject-matter of the Adhyaya Thats to say, the Vrtti having spoken 
“of them only as not forming the objects of enquiry, any definition of 
“these cannot rightly be spoken of as forming the real subject-matter 
“of the Adhyaya ” 

In view of these reasons, the Bhashya should be taken in reference to 
what has gone in the First Adhyaya Thusthen, the expression ‘ Pramdna- 
lakshanam’ (Defimtion of Praménas) must be taken as=‘ codanalakshanan’ 
(Definition of Codana), as the treatment of Injunctions, &c , as ocewrmg 
in the First Adhyaya, only seres the purpose of establishing the authority 
of Codand. 

That is to say, the whole oë he Fast Pade of the Push Adhyfya torms 
part of the Second Riha whuon dae ui h ap sparen af i hovwg 
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the Codand for its lakshana (means of knowmg} The word ‘ lakshana’ 
having its significance thus pointed out, the word ‘ Pramana’ occurring 
(in the Bhashya) along with ıt, must be taken as ‘ that which 1s known,’— 
vz, Dharma , for though the word ‘Pramāna’ (taken in the sense ‘ pramiyaté 
yat’) would refer to all thut 1s known, yet in the present instance, 16 can- 
not but be taken as treferiing particularly to Dharma, as this 1s what 
forms the subject-matter of the enquiry 

Ox, the word ‘pramana’ might also be taken in the sense of the 
means (of knowing), then too, 1018 the ‘ lakehana’ of tlis that has been 
desciibed in the Fust Adhyaya Though 1t 1s tine that the Fust Adhyaya 
docs not contam the defimtions of all the means of knowing, yet, mas- 
much as ıt has defined the means of Anouna Dharma as ‘ Codand,’ the 
Bhishjya speaks of ıt as having supplied the definition of Pramdna. 
Fou it 1s not necessary that m orde: to be a definition of Pramdana, 
1t should speak of Pramānas m all then bearings, because the number of 
the particular forms of Pramanas beng endless, there could be no definition 
of Pramänas at all Andas a matter of fact, the particular form of Pramäāna 
meant 1s distinetly mestroned in Sha I-1-5, which pomts to a pai ticular 
scripture (to the exclusion of all others). 

Oi, the Bhashya may be taken as summing up the subject-matter of 
the Fust Adhydya, u view of the fact that the Adhyaya contains a full 
defnition of the particular Puomiaa that was lud down as the object of 
enquuy—wi2, Codun@ Hence even though the sia has not pointed out 
the forms of Injunctions, Mantras m Artharadas, yet ıt has fully 
established the fact of all these serving useful purposes in connection with 
Dharma, with r1egaid to whieh therefore, they may be rightly accepted 
as Pramina, and it was only fo want of a proper opportunity that the 
specific forms of these have not been pointed ont in detail 

Then (im the subsequent Padas, it has been shown that) the 
character of Pramana, as belonging to the Snuts depends upon the fact 
of these haying then basis m the Veda, that of Names depends upon the 
fact of then being melnded in Codanä itself, while that of Supplementary 
Explanations and h a: eet Impheation, depends npon the fact of these 
serving the useful purpose of setthng doubtful pomts And thus there is 
nothing imeongtnons in speaking of the whole Adhyaya as treating of the 
lahshuna of Pramdnas 

Then, saves the Bhashva---This tact should not be lost aight of, that 1s 
to say, 1f 19 only when one bears in mind the fact of the Veda being the 
Pramina for Dharma, that he can bear the discussions with regard to the 
differenee &e imong sacrifices such as those mtiedueed in Sata TI—1—2, 
otherwise one would always hold that the Veda 1s absolutely useless 

(The Bh Jya saya We malg a ad to consedes the Pramiinas and the 
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Subsedearres, &e , &e , and on this an objection 1s raised] “ As a matter ot 
“fact we find that the consideration of the Pirmary aud Subsidiary 
“ character of actions is contammed m Adhy&Syas II] & IV, why then 
“ should this be spoken of in connection with the present Adhydya °” 

To this come people offer the explanation that the present Adhyaya 
treats of the Primary and Subsidiary characters, as subsisting between 
Substances and Actions, while the subsequent Auhjdyas treat of that 
subsisting between Action and Action, and as such there 1s no repetition. 

But this explanation is not quite correct, because in the Fourth 
Adhyaya, under Suiza IV—ni—l, we find all of these—Substances, 
&c ,—distinctly mentioned Consequently, to the above objection, we 
make the followmg reply What ıs explained im the present Adhy7ya 18 
that one Action is known to be different from another on account of the 
two being mentioned by different words , and ıt is in the wake of this 
difference that we have an explanation of the difference among ihe 
Apiiivas {resulting from the Actions) , and lastly, itis fo. the purpose ot 
asceitainug which 1s the Action that brings about the Apa va, that we 
have the consideration of the fact of Actions having the characte: of tho 
Primary or the Subsidiary. 

That ıs to say, (1) the difference among Actionsis the natural 
(direct) subject-matter of the Adhydya, and the mention of the 
non-difference among certain actions is only a deutal of the aforesaid 
difference. (2) And with a view to establish the difference and 
non-difference of Actions, we have an explanation of the difference and 
non-difference of their Apirvas. (3) Thus then, so far, ıt would seem 
that for each distinct Action there is a distinct Apūrva, and here comes 
in the use of the consideration—as contained in Adhikarana III—of the 
Prumaiy and Subsidiary characte: of Actions, which serves to set aside 
the former misconception with regard to Apiircas (inasmuch as ıt shows 
that ıt ıs only the Primary Action that has a distinct Apdva of its own) 
For instance, even in the case of the sentences ‘ Vizhin yokshaty’ and 
‘Within avahanti,’ though the words ‘avahanti’ and ‘ proksheti’ are 
different, and as such though the true Actions are distinctly cogmised to 
be different, yet inasmuch as these Actions are found to have their sole 
end ın the visible effects (of the preparation of 11¢e and its cleaning), we 
conclude that they cannot bing about any Apiirva (transcendental 
result) As for the Apra that 1s held to follow from the restriction of 
the method of preparing the rice, to threshing alone, it does not result 
from an Action, and as such 1s of no consequence in the present context 
Hence we find that ıt is only when certain Actions have a distinctly 
primary character with reference to the substance, &c , that they are cog- 
mised as leading to distinct Apa vas, and as such being tofally distincé 
Actions And it i for the due differentiation of such primary aud 
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subsidiary character, that the Sata (m Adhyayas IIT & IV) will supply us 
with full explanations of such character, and ıb 1s an exception to these 
explanations that are delineated in the two Adhikaranas contained in Gitras 
li—i—9, and II —ı— 13 

Thus then, the two characters of Verbs having been pointed out, a 
thud has to be shown im the shape of ‘ Denotativeness’, and in con- 
nection with this, we have a consideration of the character of Mantras, 
and then follow the definition, &c, of these, and thus these defini- 
tions, &c, tieated of to the very end of the Pada, are mdirectly con- 
nected with the main subject Then, having spoken of the difference 
among Actions, as based upon the difference of words, and repetitzon (of 
Injunctions), the Sadia will pomt ont, unde: the Adhikarana on ‘ Paw: na- 
masya ’ (II—11—3 et seq ), an exception to the fact of ‘Repetitions’ being 
a ground of difference , because in the particular case in question the fre- 
quent repetitions aie taken only as explanatory to the whole Context Then 
as an exception to this exception, we have the Adhikarazas ın Sūtıas II— 
n—9to20 Then the Stra proceeds to pomtouttheduference among Actions 
as based upon differences of Number, Name and Properties, and the tieat- 
ment of the difference of properties goes on till the commencement of the 
treatment of the differences of Contcxt, and this continues till the be- 
gmuing of the Adhikarana treating of the differences of the Branches 
or Rescensions of the Vedas And herem is also contained a denial of 
any othe: giound of difference among Actions, save the six, tieated of above 

Thus then, the whole subject-matter of the Adhyadya on Differences is 
taken up in the setting aside of objections to the fact of the differences of 
Actions being based upon the difference of Name, Repetition, difference of 
Properties, and difference of Context And 1t1s necessary to explain this 
fact ın detail, because such ascertainment of difference ıs absolutely 
necessary in the due knowledge of the relationship of subserviency between 
Actions, and as for other facts, the present 1s no opportunity for any 
mention of these 

Thus alone can the connection of the Adhyaya be shown Because 
(1) the relationship between the Paimary and the Subsidiary, &c, 19 de- 
pendent upon a duc ascertainment of differences among Actions, (2) 1618 
only when the Action has been duly cognised that there can be any ques- 
tion as to a person bemg entitled to its performance, and (3) ıt 18 only 
when the Injunctions have been duly comprehended that there can be 
a transference of the properties of one Action to another. 

That is to say, until the Means of knowledge has been duly defined, 
there can be no consideration of the meaning of the Veda, and as such no 
discnssion as to the marks of differences among Actions (treated of ın 
Adh IT) can be mtioduced, and masmuch as 16 14 only m the case 
of Actions that have been found to be different, that there ean be any 


INTPODUCIORY 469 


idea either of selaizonship of the Primary and the Subsidiary (Adh TIT), 
or of their usefulness 01 otherwise (Adh IV), or of the order of their 
performance (Adh V),—none of these discussions could be raised, until 
we had thoroughly considered the marks of differences among Actions, 
so too, 1618 only when the character of the Action has been fully cognised 
that there can be any consideration of the question as to whether a certain 
person is entitled to its performance or not (Adh VI), and thus we find 
that this last question stands in need of all the five foregoing Adhyfyas 
In the same manner, the Adhyayas VII—XII, treating as they do of the 
Transference of Properties, presuppose a full knowledge of all Injunctions , 
and as such the whole of this latter half of the sétras 1s found to be depen- 
dent upon the whole of the former half. 

Ani thus 16 is clear that after the consideration of the Pramana, next 
comes that of the marks of difference, a treatment of which is therefore 
begun in Adh. II, 


Says the Bhashya Shadvidhah karmabhédah, gabdantaram, &e, &e 
But inasmuch as those that are enumerated are not differences of Action 
(Karmabhéda), (1) this word should be taken as meaning the ‘ grounds of 
such difference’ Though in accordance with the order observed in the 
forthcoming Sétias, ‘n@madhéya’ should have been mentioned just after 
‘sanjna,’ yet, on account of the fact of 1ts bemg of the least importance, 
1b 18 mentioned last. (2) Or the word ‘eh’ may be taken as indicat- 
ing the reason, the construction of the sentence bemg—‘ shadudhah 
karmabheda ti,’ 1 e., the difference of Actions 1s of six kinds, as due to the 
following causes (8) Or, the word ‘ bkéda’ may be taken in the Instru- 
mental sense (‘ bhvdyaté’ nëna) andtherebysignifyingthe means of differentia- 
tron of Actions, the word ‘karmabhedah’ could be directly taken along with 
‘gabdaniaram,’ & That ‘Sanjna’ and ‘ Cabdantara, and ‘ Sankhya’ and 
‘ Guna,’ are not repetitions, we Shall explain later on 

Rach of these six treating of altogether different objects, there can be 
no question as to their comparative authoritativeness, as there 1s among 
‘Direct Assertion,’ ‘Indirect Implication,’ &c, Therefore it ıs the ex- 
planation of Difference alone that forms the main subject of tho present 
Adhyadya, all other discussions are only meant to be ether Introductory 
or Supplementary , as that discussion which helps the accomplishment of the 
main discussion 1s said to be ‘Introductory,’ while those that follow from 
the main discussion are known as ‘Supplementary ’ 

For instance, this following Adbikarana will be introdactory to tho 
main discussion of the Adhyaya, because 1t treats of the differenco among 
Apiirvas, which establishes that among the Actions, 


ADHIKARANA (1). 


The question to be treated of im this Adhikarana thus comes to be 
this—whick ıs the word (an an Ingunction) which, being related to the result, 
would point out the diference or non-difference among Apti vas ? 

If the sentence or 1ts meaning were one complete whole by itself (in 
the shape of Spkota), there would be no relevancy to the question (raised 
in the Bhashya)—dves each word signify Dharma ? Its for this reason that 
the Bhashya has added—-In a sentence words have significations 

But against this question, there ıs yet another objection ‘“‘ Dkarma 
* has been declared to be capable of being known by means of the Codana 
“alone , then inasmuch as the Codand ıs always in the form of a sentence, 
“ how can there be auy question as to Dha: ma being signified by each of the 
“words? That 13 to say, if Dharma were directly denotable by words, 
“ then alone could theie be any question as to whether or not1t1s signified by 
“each word. As a matter of fact, however, Dharma (as constituting the 
‘“‘meaning of the sentence) is only indirectly indicatable; and as such 
“ there is no room for any such question as put ın the Bhashya ” 

To this the followimg reply ıs given On account of ıts relationship 
to the Result, Dharma cannot but be recognised as denoted by the word, 
and hence ıb ıs only natural that there should be an enguiry as to whe- 
ther it ıs denoted by any one word or by all the words (ın the Injunctive 
sentence) 

And then again, what is considered here is, not whether what is 
known as ‘ Dharma’ ıs denoted by each of the words, but whether that 
which is denoted by each of the words comes to be Dharma, when cognised 
in the shape of the denotation of the Sentence, comprehended after ıts 
connection with the Result has been perceived, or that ıt 1s the meaning 
of a single word that, when aided by those of the other words, comes to 
be recognised as Dharma It ıs only in accordance with this last alter- 
native that all the words m the sentence can be found to be signifying 
the fact of a single Action being Dharma, specially as the character 
of Dharma is held to belong to that alone which ıs the direct means to 
the accomplishment of the Result. There ıs no single thing which is de- 
noted by all the words, and as such all the words cannot be accepted tobe 
denotative of the Dharma It ıs only that word which is found to be related 
to the word signifying the Result, that is taken to be expressive of Dharma, 
the direct means of the particular Apdéva (bringing about that Result) 
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ADHIKARANA (A) 
[The Apūiva follows from that which 18 duectly connected with the result | 


Thus then, the question resolves itself into this form—Are all the 
words connected with the Result, or only one of them? And on this, 
we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


‘Hach one of the words is connected with the Result, because, mas- 
“ much as a uniforin relationship 1s possible only with the principal factor 
“ın a sentence,—and as it 18 the Result that 1s the principal factor,—each 
“ one of the words must be taken as uniformly related to ıt. If we could 
“ perceive any difference among the words, whereby we could ascertain 
“that one of them, and not the rest, is related to the Result, then we 
“could accept the theory that only one word 1s so related, so long, how- 
“ eyer, as we are not cognisant of any such difference, we cannot brt 
‘admit all the words to be related to ıt. If only one word were held to 
‘‘ be connected with the Result, and all othe: words to be connected with 
« that word, then, ın accordance with the Vdjapéyddhikarana (Stittras V—i 
s —] et seq }, that which would be denoted by that one word would, with 
‘t reference to the Result, have the threefold position of the Predicate, the 
“ Injunction aud the Subsidiary , while with reference to the other (namely 
“the material of the sacrifice) ıt would have the contrary threefold 
“character of the Subject, the Description and the Pnmay, and this 
“ contrariety of character would lead to a split of the sentence On the 
‘other hand, when all the words are taken as Predicates with reference to 
“the Result, then there is an uniformity of character, which makes a 
s simultaneous relationship of the words possible. And as a rule, every- 
“ thing comes to be connected with the principal factor, whenever this is 
“ nossible,—and heuce the denotations of all the words, being related to the 
“ Result, must be admitted to be Dharma And as to whether each of the 
“ Dharmas thus signified fulfils the full Result, as ın the case of com- 
‘‘ munistic sacrifices (where the complete Result accrues to each sacrificer), 
‘or all of them conjointly accomplish it,—and as to whether they are to 
“ be employed as optional alternatives o all conjointly—, on these matteis 
“we can accept any theory that we choose. But asa matter of fact, the 
“ most reasonable theory is that each of them fulfils the Result in its 
“ entirety; because the Result being an immense one, it cannot be men- 
“ tioned by a single word, and because each of them is distinctly cognised 
“as being capable by itself of accomplishing the Result. Or, m accord- 
“ ance with the conclusion arrived at under Sutras III—i—12 et. seq , the 
“ whole thmg bemg mentioned by the single sentence, the Result may be 
“held to be accomplished by all the Dkarmas taken collectively Or 
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“again, the Result being fulfilled by a single Dharma 1t cannot have any- 
“thing to do with any others, and as such, the Dharmas must be taken 
“as optional alternatives.” 


SIDDHANTA (A) 


To all this we make the following reply The Apdiva ıs held to 
follow only from that which is directly connected with the Result, and as 
this 1s accomplished by the relationship of the denctation ofa single word, 
there can be no ground for postulating the relationship of any others. 

That ıs to say, 1f the sole purpose of the sentence rested solely ın the 
relationship of the Result, then, it might have been possible for the deno- 
tations of all the words to be connected withit Asa matter of fact, 
however, the mere relationship of the Result not being enough for estab- 
lishing the full characte: of Dharma, ıt becomes necessary to assume an 
intermediate Apū:va. And the only ground for such an assumption is the 
Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of the Result, &e Hence when 
this inconsistency of the sentence has been removed by the assump- 
tion of the Apūrva, there is no ground for the assumption of any other 
unseen agency And even he who would assume many Apūtvas must as- 
sume one Apiirva, and no sooner has this one Apiiva been assumed than 
the aforesaid Inconsistency disappeais, and leaves no ground for the as- 
sumption of any other Apūiva For these reasons, there can be only one 
thing that can be related to the Result, and itis from this one thing that 
the Apūroa proceeds, while all else only helps the action leading to the 
Result Noris there any contradiction (ın the fact of the Action bemg 
signified by the single word of the Verb, while the Instrumental ending 
is found in the word signifying the material), because the contradiction 
can be expiamed away on the ground of the word in the Inst:umental 
being taken as the name of the particular Action (ce, the sentence 
‘ Gyénéna yajéia’ may be taken as ‘one should perform the sacrifice called 
Gyena’), or when no other explanation 1s possible, the contradiction can 
be explained by having recourse to possessive indication , e g, the sentence 
‘ dagipavihéna graham sammiarshiv’ ıs taken as ‘one should purify the cup 
by a washing with the dagapavitna’ Or, the meaning of the verb may be 
taken as referring to its Instrument, through the factor of the Result indi- 
cated indirectly 


ADHIKARANA (B) 


[The Apiirva rs pointed out evther by the Noun or by the Verb ] 


Now thoro arises the question—the denotation of which one of the 
words should be connected with the Result? And the 
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PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


is that, “as the assumption of unseen agencies ıs obviated by connecting 
the Result with any one of the words, there can be no fixed rule as to any 
one of these being so connected.” 


SIDDHANTA (B). 


And to this we make the followimg reply That which 1s connected 
with the Result is the Principal factor, while that which 1s related to the 
Principal factor ıs the Subsidiary, and hence the character of both the 
Primary and the Subsidiary cannot belong to one and the same thing 
That ıs to say, ın a single sentence, one and the same word cannot, at one 
time, be the Principal, on account of its dnect relationship to the Result, 
and at another time, the Subsidiary, on account of its bemg an aid to that 
which 18 directly related to the Result, because the character of the 
Piimcipal and the Subsidiary is not variable 

Fo. these reasons, the Apūrva must be always admitted to be pomted 
out either by the Verb or by the Noun. 


ADHIKARANA (C). 


[Bhitvarthadkkaaxa.—All Verbs are wmdrcative of the Bhavana, and the 
Apirva proceeds from this). 

The Bhashya here raises the question—‘ What ws a ‘ Bhaiva’ and what 
are ‘Bhava-cabdas °’” This question emanates from one who holds that 
in a sentence, the predomimant factor in the denotation of such verbs as 
‘sacrifices’ and the lke, 1s that which as signified by the affixes ın them , 
and that mmasmuch as the conyugational affixes denote the Agent, the Verb 
cannot but be accepted as denoting either the sacrijice as qualified by the 
agent, or conversely, the agent as qualified by the sacrifice Though a 
single question would alse imply the other, yet, as without having quoted 
the words ‘ yazana, &c, the Bhashya has quoted the words ‘ yayaiz,’ &e , as 
denoting the Bhava,—tt 1s clear that itis something superphysical that 1s 
meant by the word ‘ Bhavagabda ,’ and as such none of the two questions 
is redundant. 

To the questions thus put forward in the Bhashya, the upholder of 
the Sıddhānta theory replies by interpreting the word ‘Bhéra’ as Bhi + mie 
+ac= Bhāvanā, and then by explaining the denotation of the verb to be 
purely concomitant with sueh Bhavana, and denying the fact of the verb 
denoting the Agent, and it 1s with all this in view that he quotes the 
verbs ‘Yaar,’ &e MOSR 

The opponent however thinks that the denotation in question does nut 
belong to anything besides the root ‘Bhi’ with the causal alz, aud 
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that the vei bal affix can have nothing to do with the Bhavana, specially as 
this latter ıs expressed by an altogether different 100+, he further thinks 
that though there may be othe: roots that might denote the Bhdvana, 
yet there are no affixes denotative of 16, and that asa matter of fact, even 
the roots, denoting as they do the sacrifice, &c , are not capable of denoting 
the Bhavana, with all this in view, the opponent has urged the argument. 
“The words ‘yaga,’ ‘homa, &e” 

To these arguments we make the following reply All verbs always 
clearly signify the Bhavana as interspersed with the sacrafice, &c. , and as 
such they are held to be ‘bh@vaithah.’ In the case of any word all that is 
not cognisable by means of any other word is held to be the meaning of 
that word , and as a matter of fact, wherever a verb ıs found, ıt ıs found 
to signify the meaning of the root, mixed up with the Bhdana, and 1618 
for this reason, that the verb ıs called ‘bhdvastha’ Words signifying Sub- 
stances and Properties are always known to be apart from the Bhavana ; 


and as such the question does not refer to them And on this point, we 
have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (C). 


“All the words signifying substances and properties, and denoting 
“well-known entities, are well capable of being taken as expressing 
“Toastiumentality, &e , and hence 1t3s through this that they come to be 
“related to the Result Asa ule, the result, being a thing yet to be 
“ accomplished, stands in need of the Means or Instinment which is an 
“already accomplished entity, and not m that of another Result. Thus 
“then, the substances signified by Nouns being well-established entities, 
“are capable of supplying this need of the Result, which need cannot be 
“supplied by the Verb, which itself ıs something yet to be accomplished 
“Por these reasons, the Result must be admitted to follow from the Sub-) 
stance, &c., (signified by Nouns) (and not from Verbs) | 


SIDDHANTA (C). 


The reply to the above is given in 


Sutra (1) All verbsare indicative of Bhavanas, and the 
accomplishment of the Apurvea proceeds from these; because 
this particular fact is laid down. 


That ıs to say, the verbs that denote the Bhavana bing about the 
cognition of the accomphshmen} of the Apirva, because the particular 
fact—that ‘one should accomplish heaven by means of the sacrifice’—18 
laid down by these 

To explain further, it is a relationship with the mam result that 
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serves as the means of the cognition of the Apirva, and then all relationship 
is preceded by a certain want (on the part of the members related), this 
want 1s found to emanate fiom words signifying Bhava (action), and from 
those signifying Substance or Property , and for this reason the Bhavana of 
the Apū: va is recognised from the verbal conjugational affixes , and mm this 
that which is signified by the verbal root ıs cognised, through proximity, 
to be the Instrument in the fulfilment of the main Result Consequently 
we come to the conclusion that itis by means of the signification of the 
verbal root, recognised as the Instrument in the fulfilment of the final 
Result, that leads, throngh the apparent inconsistency (of the fulfilment of 
the Result at a time other than that of the performance of the Action), to 
an idea of the appearance of an Apérva. 

A question is here raised ‘ How is it that, in the case of the word 
““yajéta, the root ‘yan’ (‘saciifice’) 18 set aside, and the Bhavana 1s said 
“to be signified by the Affix alone,—the meaning of the Inyunctive affix 
“ being laid down as = ‘ Bhiavayét’ (one should accomplish) ? (1) For, as 
“a matter of fact, the affixes, Injunctive and the like, would, by themselves, 
‘signify mere Injuncteon, which part of the Affix then can denote that 
“ which is expressed by the root Bha with the causative Affix (2e, Bhiivi) ? 
“ Specially as the root ‘yap’ itself cannot signify the meaning of another 
“root (‘Bhu’) having, as it has, all its potentiality taken up in the 
“denotation of its own specific meammg (2) Then again, as a matter of 
“ fact, we find that whenever one object 18 expressed by a synonymous 
“ word other than the one previously used, the words are never used to- 
“ gether in speaking of this same object. For instance, when one says 
“* bring the pika (cuckoo),’ if the person addressed fail to comprehend the 
“ word ‘pika,’ he says ‘biing the kokila, and not ‘bring the pika kokila’ 
“ So, ın the same manner, m the case in question, 1f the Injunctive Affix 
“ be synonymous with the word ‘karott’ or ‘ bhdvayats,’ then in speaking 
“of the particular fact, we should use only these latter, and not the In- 
““yunctive affix also (That is to say, the Injunctive affix being synony- 
“mous with ‘ bhdvayats,’ we could not in this connection use the term 
“* bhavaysi’) specially as, atthe particular time 16 is not quite diferenti- 
“ ated which factor of the word signifies the Action In the case im ques- 
“ tion, however, we find you speaking of ‘ kurydi,’ and ‘ bhavayét,’ where you 
“use the Injunctive affix together with the aforesaid roots Thus then, 
“that which is signified by the affix in ‘yaéta’ 1s exactly the same that 
“ıs signified by the affix im ‘bhdvayéf,’ and as such if you explain the 
“ meaning of the Injanctive in ‘ yayéfa,’ by the word ‘ bhavayat,’ the addi- 
* tion of the root ‘ bhäv’ is most improperly redundant And consequently 
« your interpretation 1s wholly un-Vedic.” 

To this we make the following reply In all cases, it is a general 
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rule that when the Verbal conjugational affix donotes the action of om 
agent, who 18 a fully accomplished entity, then the sense of ‘karoti’ 
(accomplishes) 18 recognised as co-extensive (with the meaning of the 
Verb) There are ceitain roots, added to which, a conjugational affix 
signifies only that action of the agent which ends in his acquiring his own 
existence,—e g., ‘18, ‘exists,’ and the hke In the case of other roots, 
when the agent is an already accomplished entity, the action srgnfied 18 
that which brings about the existence of something else,—e g , ‘sacrifices’ 
‘gives,’ ‘cooks,’ and the hke And the word ‘vyapaia’ (‘action’) 
signifies only a particular substance,—endowed with pecuhar potencies, 
moved in its pristine character, having a mixed nature, having an existence 
in the past and ın the future,— as moved from its former position and not 
reached the next, And im the case of some Verbs it 1s the agent himself 
that ıs cognised as being in this position, while im that of others, where 
the Agent 1s a well-established entity, ıt 1s something else Hence in a 
case where the Agent himself happens to be ın the said unsettled position, 
he stands ın need of something else, for the fulfilment of his own exis- 
tence, and as such not functioning towards the accomplishment of any 
other substance, he cannot be spoken of as ‘karott? When, however, the 
Agent 1s a well-established entity, and functions towards the fulfilment 
of something else, then he is spoken of as ‘karot’? (‘does’). Thus it is 
that when one asks ‘kin karote’ (f what does he do? °), the 1eply given 1s 
‘ pathatı? (‘reads’), which latter combines within itself the generic 
(‘karoti’) as well as the specific action (‘pathatz’) [since the word 
t pathatr’ = ‘patham karott’|, whereas in reply to the same question, 
there can be no such reply as—‘ bhavati’ (exists). 

Thus then, 1t 1s clear that all conjugational affixes that signify the 
actions of Agents that aie well established entities, have the the sense of 
‘karot.’ (accomplishes) And as such there. must be something to be 
accomplished, because unless there 1s something to be accomplished the word 
‘karots’ 18 never used, and itis the nominative of the verb ‘to be’ 
(bhavati) that becomes the objective of ‘karote? That is to say, the verb 
‘karott’ being transitive, unless there ıs something to be accomplished, the 
sense of the verb ıs not complete. It 1s a well-recognised fact that all 
nouns, mm whichever case, are nominatives of certain intervening mmor 
actions, and then ıt ıs that, with reference to the Principal Action, 
they come to be recognised as the Objective, Dative, &e And thus m tho 
ease of each individual Principal Action, there ıs a multiplicity of actions 
dependent upon the capabilites of the objects concerned And according 
to this rnle, we come to the conclusion that the nominative of the action 
‘to be’ 18 the objectave of the action ‘ karote’ 

For mr‘ance, that which- can never be, as well as that which always 
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egisis, can never be accomplished,—e g , ‘sky-flowers’ and ‘ Akaga’ respec- 
tavely That ıs to say, itis that whose bemg has commenced, or whose being 
18 possible, that can be brought about by something else, and as such be 
spoken of as ‘being accomplished.’ For certainly, no one is ever found to be 
accomplishing either the sky-floweror Akaca. Though in certain cases—such 
as ‘pddan kuru’—we find the verb to ‘accomplish’ (kuru) used with 
reference to an already established entity—the foot,— yet what is meant 
here to be accomplished ıs not the feet themselves, but certain other pro- 
cesses in connection with them 

Though the root ‘kr’ has many meanings, yet in all of themis a 
common element—that of the bringing about of something not before exis- 
tent (and as such there 1s nothing incongruous m the general assertion 
that the word ‘karot: cannot be ased unless there 1s something to be ac- 
complished). Or, ıt may be that ıt 1s only when the root siguifies ‘ brng- 
ing about’ (or accomplishing) that there can be a co-ordination of its 
meaning with the sense of the particular conjugational affix, and hence 1t 
18 the object actually brought about that becomes the objective of the 
Verb 

Thus then, we have got at the true character of the action ‘to be.’ 
And ıt now follows that that which 1s the Nommative of the ‘accomplish- 
ing’ (karoti) is the Instigator of the action ‘to be,’ while the nominative 
of the action ‘to be’ becomes the Instigated of the former person Thatis 
to say, on account of the peculiar character of the potentiahty of the two 
roots ‘ Karoti’ and ‘ Bhavat:,’ the relation between them is such that the 
former signifies the action of the Instigator, while the latter does that of 
the Instigated, exactly as there is between the roots ‘pac’ (to cook) 
and ‘wkhdz’ (to become softened) (l) And in certain cases it happens 
that it ıs only the action of the Instigator himself that is directly expressed, 
the action (of becoming ready) of the Instigated (kata) being imphied, either 
by the peculiar potentiality of the declared objective (katam), or by the 
aforesaid action of the Instigator,—eg, in ‘katam karol’ (prepares the 
mat), ‘odanam pacati’ (cooks the rice) , (2) while in some cases, it 18 only 
the action of the Instigated that ıs directly expressed, that of the Insti- 
gator being indirectly implied ,—eg., ‘ghafo bhavati’ (the jar becomes 
ready), ‘vikhdyants tandulah’ (the rce ıs becoming softened), (3) in 
some cases the distinct actions of both are mentioned together,—e g, 
‘katam karoti dévadattah’ (Dévadatta prepares the mat), (4) and m some 
cases, the action of the Instigator 1s made subservient to that of the Insti- 
gated, which latter alone 1s directly mentioned,—‘ kriyaté kato dévadatténa’ 
(the mat 1s prepared by Dévadatta), ‘kreyaté katah svayamava’ (the mat 
is being prepared by itself), (5) there are certain instances ın which that 
which 1s mentioned 1s the Action of the Instigator only, to which 1s made 
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subservient the action of the Instigated, which latter ıs mentioned by 4 
pait of the same word, and in this case we find that the words ‘karot.’ 
aud ‘pacati’? im their pure forms are incapable of giving the sense just 
mentioned; while the roots ‘bh’ and ‘ wkids”’ signify only the actions 
of the Instigated , and hence these too do not give the necessary meaning, 
and consequently the only way of rightly expressing the particular mean- 
ing 1s the use of the Causal forms ‘bhävayatı’ and ‘wklédayatr, where 
the function of the Causal may be taken to be eithe: direct denotation 
or indirect implication [2e, the word ‘ wiklédayats,’ though apparently 
mentioning the action of the Instigator, Dévadatta only, clearly con- 
tains the elements of the actions of both, for the meaning of the as- 
pertion ‘tandulam wklédayate’ 18 divisible into the two sentences ‘ Déva- 
datiah pacati’ (the action of the Instigator) and ‘ tanduld vikldyanté’ the 
action of the Instigated]. As has been declared elsewhere “Causal 
verbs are used im connection with the actions of the Instigator, though they 
always indicate the actions of the Instigated ” 

And further, because the roots ‘bhū’ and ‘ wklidi,’ &e , are incapable 
of giving this sense, without the causal affix,—that 1s no 1eason why 
other roots ‘ karoti’ ‘pacats,’ &e, should be equally incapable, or con- 
versely, because these latte: are capable of giving this particular sense,— 
that ıs no reason why all the roots should be so capable Because the 
natural potentialities of objects cannot be questioned, and 1618 for this 
reason that roots and affixes signify many meanings 

Thus then, we find that, through the sense of ‘ karoti’ all conjuga- 
tional affixes have the sense of ‘ bhāvayatı ’ 

It 1s for this reason that persons knowing the true nature of Bhavana, 
explain ıt as the action of the person instigating, or bringing into exis- 
tence that object which is the nominative of the Action ‘ to be.’ 

It has been urged above that— Injunctive affixes do not mgnify 
anything other than Injunctions” But this is not correct, because what 
the Injunctive affixes do ıs to signify the Verbal Bhavana , as for the Actual 
(Maternal) Bhavana, this is expressed by all conjugational affixes. 

That 1s to say, when we comprehend the Bhavan’, ın the shape of the 
action of a person, to be signified by the word ‘ karoti, as followimg from 
all conjugational affixes,—we also comprehend such specialities of the 
Bhavané as Injunction, Prohibition, Past, Future, Present, &c ,—all of 
which are signified by particular words other than conjugational affixes m 
general ; and hence ıb 1s that m the case of all conjugational affixes the 
sense of ‘ karoti’ 1s comprehended as the general factor For instance, we 
have such uses as—‘ What 1s he downg ?’ ‘Heiscooking’ ‘ What dad he do?’ 
‘He cooked’ ‘What will he do?’ ‘He willcook’ ‘What should he do?’ 
‘He should cook.’ ‘What should he not do?’ ‘He should not cook’ And 
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ın all these we find that m the Actual Bhavani, there 18 an element of 
the peculiar functioning of the Injunctive affixes, &c , whereby they serve to 
instigate the person to activity or otherwise, and this function 1s some- 
thing apart from the former Bhavand, which consists of the denotative 
property of words, and ıb ıs this that 1s called (Verbal) ‘ Bhavana’ or 
‘Vidhi’ We have dealt with this im detail under the Adhikaana treating 
of the A:thavdda. 

It has been urged that—‘ in explaining ‘ yajéta’ by ‘ yaiyéna bhairayéi,’ 
there ıs an infringement of the laws governing the use of synonymous 
words (see above) ” 

To this we make the following reply (1) Inasmuch as the mere 
root 1s rot capable of being used,—(2) with a view to the expression of the 
Number, &c , of the agent, —and (8) for the sake of protecting the omginal 
form,—we make use of the affix (Injunctive) (in ‘ bhivayét') That is to 
say, if the mere roots ‘$? or ‘bha@v.’ were capable of being used, then we 
could not make use of the affix, as ıt would be hke using together the 
words ‘pika’ and ‘kolila,’ but, as a matter of fact, a 100b by itself 1s 
never used, for such a use would be wholly mcortect Thus then, 1t 
being absolutely necessary to make use of some one affix (when speaking 
of the meaning of a Verb),1t 1s only natural that we should hit upon that 
very affix of which we are explaining the meaning, as in that case, the 
second mention of the affix could be taken as descriptive of the former, and 
helping the root ın the: usage, and any other affix is not used, because 
such another affix would signify something over and above what is sigu- 
fied by the original word 

Objection “ But the affixes ık and stip have been laid down as to be 
“used ın connection with a root where one has to speak of the root as 
“such , and hence we could make use of such forms as ‘ bhdvth’ or * bhava- 
“yalik, ‘krtvh’ or ‘ karoteuh’” 

This cannot be, because when these two affixes are joined to roots, all 
that the resulting word signifies 1s the ve bal formonly, and as such, having 
nothing to do with its sigmification, any such form could not be used im 
explaining the meaning of the conjugational affix (in ‘ yapéta ’) 

Though there are certain cases where people do make use of roots with 
these affixes (ck and sizp), even in speaking of what 1s signified by the 100t, 
—fr, ‘yagth’ and ‘ yajatih,’ &e — yet in all these cases, the words used 
directly denote the verbal] foim only, and itis only indnectly that they 
indicate the meaning In the case in qnestion, however, we hare no 
reason to have recourse to indirect Indication, and as such we cannot use 
a word that ıs not itself directly sıgmficant. 

And again if we explained the Injunctive affix in ‘ yaéta’ by the word 
‘bhavayatrh’ or ‘hurotth,’ we would be holding that the roots ‘ki’ and 
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‘She’ are directly signified by the conjugational affix ın question, which 
is far from desirable For these reasons, ın order to speak of the root 
with a view to its meaning, we cannot but use the roots ‘Æ’ and ‘bhū’ 
together with a conjugational affix 

And again, if Bhävanā weie the only meaning of the Affix, and if 
the roots ‘ir’ and ‘bhavats’ were capable of expressing all that ıs 
denoted by the Affix,—then there might be some question as to using the 
200te ‘bhū, &c, alone. As a matter of fact, however, none of these two 
contingencies 1s possible, and hence even though the roots serve to point 
out the Bhavana, yet the affix has to be used, inorder to point out the 
number, &e., of the nominative (of ‘ yasëta `) 

Thus then, the fact is that when we explain ‘ yajéta’ as ‘ yagena 
bhavayét,’ the denotation, by the Injunctive affix in the word ‘bhavayét’ 
of the Bhāvanā itself must be taken as being descriptive of the same 
Bhavana that is already expressed (in ‘yayéta’) [the chief use of this 
affix lymg in the denoting of the number, &c , of the agent], otherwise we 
would fall into a double mistake - (1) that Bhavana is the sole meaning of 
the -Affix, and (2) that the roots ‘kr’ and ‘bhä’ themselves aie 
denotative ofthe number, &., of the agent also. 

Farther, the Bhavana that ıs expressed by the conjugational affixes 18 
always in a form that shows ıt ın the process of accomplishment. Andif we 
made use of any other affix (than the Injunctive, in ‘dhdvayét’), then the 
roots ‘kr’ and ‘bhū’ (as accompanied by some other affixes) would 
signify the Bhavana ın the shape of an accomplished entity lıke a 
substance, and as such it would not be the same kind of Bhivand that 18 
expressed by the conjugational affix, Hence itis absolutely necessary to 
make use of the particular affix. 

Again, the Bhivanié being comprehended ın the presence of both the 
root and the affix, ıt ıs never exactly ascertained by which of these two ıt 
18 exclusively signified. If ıt could be ascertained absolutely that the 
Bhävanā is signified by the affix, then there could be an objection as to the 
mention of affixes with the roots ‘kr’ and ‘bhū’ bemga useless repetition 
But, as a matter of fact, ıt ıs not so, inasmuch as ıt is when both the 
affix and the root are present that the Bhavana 1s cognised It is because 
of the impossibility of either the affix or the root being used apart from the 
other, that we can never rightly ascertain as to which of the two signifies 
the Bhavana , all that we can say 1s that it ıs sigmified (1) either by the 
Affix as accompanied by the root,—or (2) by the root as aided by the affix, 
or (3) by both together. Nor is there any particular reason for assuming 
any particular expressive potentiality in any one of the two, because the 
only ground for such assumption would be the Apparent Inconsistency (of 
the signification of the Bhavana), and this would apply equally to both (the 
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Affix and the root). As a matter of fact, there is no particular purpose 
served by ascertaming absolutely by which of the two the Bhavana 1s 
expressed. 

The following objection might be urged “Inasmuch as we do not 
find the Bhavana expressed by the roots ending m the kri affixes, we 
can safely. assert that it 1s signified by the conjagational affixes, (and 
not by the roots ) ” 

This ıs not right, because we find that no Bhdvand is expressed by 
the conjugational affixes in ‘ bhavatz,’ ‘ash, &e Nor is it an absolute fact 
that ıb 18 not expressed by roots ending ın kri affixes, becanse even when 
these latter are used, we do comprehend a certain portion of the Bhadvand. 

For instance, in the case of kriya affixes, we meet with such words as 
‘ bhoktavyam,’ ‘ yashtavyam,’ and the like, and the Bhavana that is signified 
by these is only shghtly imferior to that which 1s signified by conjuga- 
tional affixes And here too, im the case of the Passive kriya affixes as 
in ‘brahmand na hantavyah’ inasmuch as itis a substance—B?dhmana—that 
is the predominant factor in the sentence,—the Bhka@van@ denoted is much 
inferar to that which is signified by the Bhava-Kriya affix (an ‘ Yashta- 
vyam’), and the reason is that in the case of the latter no prodominance 
belongs to the action of an Instigator, the meaning of the root itself bemg 
the most predominant factor, whereas 10 the other case ‘brahmano na 
hantavyah ,’—the verb signifies the action of the Instigated as along with 
that of the Instigator. 

The same explanation holds respecting the conjugational affixes used. 
inthe sense of the Active and the Passive, because ın the case of these 
also, the position of the action of the Instigator remains a subordinate 
one And hence the case of the &ré affixes cannot be said to be the same 
as that of the conjugational affixes 

So also in the case of Indeclimable Kri affixes, though these have the 
sense of the Bhava (Active), yet the cognition of the Bhavand, cognised 
by itself, is slightly mferior to the foregoing. For instance—‘ abhikraman 
fuhots’ etc., etc —1n all of which the Bhavana that is cognised is one that 
is dependent upon another Bhavana. So also in the case of such words 
as ‘ pakvah, ‘pakvavan’ and the like, the cogmtion that 1s directly per- 
ceptible is that of a substance subservient to a Bhavand in its fully accom- 
plished form , so too ın the case of the words ‘ pacaka’ and the like. 

Thus then, we find that in all cases, (of Krt affixes), there 18 always A 
need of a certain relationship between the Noun and the Veib (and this 
could not be without a Bhavana); for 1f there were no Bhavana, there 
would be no need of any such relation, exactly as there 1s none in the caso 
of the compounds of root-words and words with nominal affizes. And the 
name Karaka’ (relation between noun and yerb) ıs not applicable unless 
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there is an action in the case; nor 1s there any action, which does not 
bring about something that did not exist before. Hence ıtıs proved 
that the sense of ‘karoti’? and bhdzayatv’ 18 present (in the case of krg 
afhxes also). 

And even without the fact of the Bhavana being shown ın the process 
of accomplishment, we can show that the necessary co-ordination is 
present, For instance,—‘ What should be done?’ ‘ Cooking should be done 
(pakiavyam)’ (where we have a co-ordination between the cooking, paka: 
~—and the affix tatya—‘should’) ‘Kathankisam juhots?’ ‘ Abhikraman 
guhotz, and soon In the case of the conjugational affixes also, there 1s no 
other giound for the Bhāvanā, but the co-ordination (of the affix) with 
the root ‘kr’ 

Thus then we find that even roots do not entirely leave off the 
Bhavana, as has been well said (in Bhath-kdvya—‘ Just as the root kr 
employs all the roots in thew various meanings, so, &c, &e ° (?) 

It ıs not the form, but the predominant character, of the Bharana, 
that can be said to be directly signified, or indirectly implied, by the con- 
Jugational affixes, exclusively. 

Objection “In that case as soon as the word ‘ydgéna’ has been 
mentioned, the full meaning of the root ‘yaz’ becomes withdrawn from 
the word ‘yajéa,’ and the Bhavana having thus been signified by the 
root-meaning, there can be no reason for the use of another word 
bhavayét ” 

This argument does not touch our position, because, asa matter of 
fact, the root (‘yajz’) has a twofold meanmg, and in pointing out the two 
phases of the meaning separately, all that we do by mentioning the word 
‘ yagéna’ 18 to point out, separately, the peculiar Instrumentalzty of the sacri- 
fice, which 1s a specific form of the signification of the root, the generic 
form consisting of the Bhavana, in order to pomt out which we make use 
of another word ‘ bhaivayét ’ 

Or, ıt may be that there are certain facts—f1, (1) Insti umentahty and 
(2) the number of the Agent—that are signified separately by the root and 
the affix (1espectively), whereas the Bhavané being quite compatible with 
both of them, we can hold vt to be denoted by both (root and affix) to- 
gether And it is for this reason that we find both the Sūtra and the 
Bhashya speaking of all ‘Karmagabdah’ (complete verbs) as being 
‘ bhdvarthah’ (signifying the Bhavana), where there is a distinct mention 
of coextensiveness (between whole verb-1oots and affixes combined—and the 
signifying of the Bhavana) 


In the Mimansa-Castra, however, the Bhavana 18 always held to be 
signified by the affix. 


The sense of this theory may be thus briefly explained (1) The 


BRAVARTHADHIKARANA 46,3 


sense of the Affix 1s always expressed by the Root and the Affix taken to- 
gether, and asthe Bhāranā 1s the most important factor in this jont 
signification, 16 1s held to be signified by the affix Thatis to say, though 
there is no other ground for differentiating exactly, by which of the two 
the Bhavana ıs denoted, yet, inasmuch as it 18a well-established fact 
that greater importance 1s always attached to the denotation of the affix, 
—and ın the case in question, the Bhavana 1s the most important fac- 
tor,—we naturally conclude that this Bhivand@ must be denoted by the 
affix 

(2) The Root and the Affix are always found to appear in a definite 
order of sequence; and as a matter of fact, we find that ıb 1s only 
when the Affix is heard to be pronounced, that we have an idea of 
the Bhavana, and this too leads us to the conclusion that the Bhavana 
is denoted by the afix Because the nvanable concomitance of any two 
objects ıs not only such that one cannot exist in the absence of the other, 
but also of a kind which we find ın the present case, where we find that 
it 18 only when a particula. word—the Affix f1—1s pronounced that there 
is a denotation of the Bhavandé, and as such, im accordance with the rule 
that when one object ıs always seen to appear when another appears, 
there ıs always an invariable concomitance between the two,—we must 
admit that the Bha@vand is denoted by the Affix 

It has been argued above that—“ in the case of such verbs as ‘aste, 
and the like, we find the Affix giving up the denotation of the Bhavana 
(and as such there can be no concomitance between the two)” But this 
objection is equally applicable to all the theories, for mstance, even ıf the 
Bhavana be held to be denoted by the Root, or the Root and the Affix con- 
jointly, then too, the case of the verbs ‘asiz,’ &c., would be incompatible 
with the theories. Hence the fact is that, whenever the Bhāvanā ıs 
cognised, ıt 1s always expressed by the Affix, while in a case where it 18 
not cognised, there 1s no occasion for any consideration as to by what it 
is expressed And we have already shown under the Yadbhittadhikarana 
(of the Tarkapada) that any stray contrary instance cannot vitiate a 
general rule. 

Or, we may show that the case of the verbs asie, &c, does not afford 
instances contiary to our general rule with 1egard to the denotation of 
the Bhavani Because even m the case of the words ‘ask, &c., there 13 
always a part of the Nominative agent that ıs yet to be accomplished 5 
and hence there ıs always present a Bhāvanā (accomplishing) of this 
unaccomplished portion, but the Bhavand, ın tlus case, 18 not distinctly 
cognised, because ıt does not appear (as ıb does in other cases) m a rela- 
tion of subserviency to anything apart from the Agent himself That 
is tö say, ın the case of the words ‘ ast, &c , though there 1s no functioning 
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ef the nomimative agent perceptible, on account of the Agent himself 
being still unaccomphshed, and of there being nothing besides the Agent 
to be accomplished, yet 16 ıs on account of the inherent potentiality of 
the Affix itself that we recognise the element of Bhdvand. And (l) as for 
the olyect of the Bhāvanā, we have the Agent himself, there being no 
other object capable of bemg spoken of, on account of the unaccomphish- 
ed character of the Agent, (2) for the Instrument of the Bhavana, we 
have the act of bewmg (bhavana), and (3) as for the Procedure, we have 
the method of the bringing about, one after another, of the various parts of 
himself And thus we find that all the three factors of the Bhivand are 
supplied ın one way o the other, by the act of being itself, specially as 
the case admits of no other action. Thus then, of the Agent himself, there 
are certain parts that are still bemg called into existence, 2 e , being accom- 
plished, wile there are others that have already been accomplished, 
which serve as the Nommative agents, And the act of being, which exists 
an common in those that have been accomplished, as well as m those that 
ale bemg accomplished, 1s spoken of as the Bhavana 

The same arguments apply to the case of such words as ‘ jayaié,’ 
‘ nshpadyaté,’ ‘ sddhyate’ and the like 

As for the word ‘asiz’ (as) ıt expresses a condition of things just 
following that which 1s expressed by ‘ bhavati’ (becomes) synonymous 
with ‘takes birth,’ and as such accomplishes the present being of the self; 
and hence rt is that it takes one of the conjugational affixes And in 
this case also, the differentiation of the functioning of the Actor and 
the acted upon 1s to be made as before, with refereuce to the common 
characte: of beng that extends over the various parts of the Agent, while 
differing from another ın the pomt of time of ther individual accomplish- 
ment However, though there is such a Bhavana, yet there can be no 
Injunction o Prombition with regard to such Bhaévands; for the simple 
reason that they refer to the Agent, who 1s always a fully accomplished 
mtelligent subject, 

The followmg atgument 1s possible: “ We do often come across 
Injunctions of such beeng, &c. For instance, ‘ Rivyd bhavitavyam,’ § Rathan- 
taram bhavatt,’ ‘ Adhvaryuh syai,’ ' Ukthyains sytth,’ Fc” 

The reply to this 1s that it is true that we meet with such Injunctions, 
but im these cases the word ‘ bhavatz’ 18 not used m its ordinary sense, 
for mstance, the meaning of ‘ Rivia bhamtavyam’ is that one should ac- 
complish the Rimk-hood, necessary for the performance of the sacrifice, by 
means of such other actions as purchase, appointment and the hke. So also 
in the case of the sentence ‘ Rathantasam bhavats,’ though the direct 
meaning of the text 1s with reference to the beng (or acquiring existence) 
of the Rathantara, yet, masmuch as the Rathantara 18 an manimate thiug, 
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no such being 1s possible, and hence what the Injunction means 1s that 
one should accomplish the Rathantara—a distinct case of Bhavana 

Whenever we have such sentences as ‘one should become this or that’ 
(bhavét),—the r100t ‘bhū’ having the sense of stays (tishthatt),—there 18 
always a possibility of something to be accomplished, the sense of the injunc- 
tion being that one should accomplish something by staying 

For these reasons, we conclude that the true character of Bhdtand 
belongs to the action of the agent that becomes, only when the verb used 
signifies the Past, Present or the Future,—and not when itis in the Injunc- 
tive, &c. 

In the expression of the Past, &c, also, when the complete action 1s 
signified by the verbal root itself, and there is no differentiation based 
upon the difference in the time of the appearance of the different portions of 
the Agent, then, in that case, the incongruity being patent, the significa- 
tion of the verb must be taken as restricted to the denotation of the root 
only, and not extending to the Bh@vani,—the Number, &c , of the Nom- 
inative being taken to be signified by the verbal affix. And we have 
already shown that any stray instance to the contrary cannot vitiate our 
general inle with regard to the Bhavana 

It has also been urged that we find the verbal root signifying the 
Bhavand, even ın the case of the Kri affixes (as ın ‘pakvah,’ &c ) 

True ıt 18 that the denotation of the root always accompanies the 
Bhavana, but for the very reason of the Bhdvand being indirectly wmplied 
by these denotatzons of the roots, 16 can also be said that the Bhavani is not 
directly expressed by the root That ıs to say, ın the case of all words 
ending in Krt affixes, the character of the Bhfivan@ 1s cognised as the 
secondary element, bemg indirectly implied by the nouns siguified by 
the verbal root,—which latter therefore cannot be said to directly denote 
the Bhavand Just as in the case of verbal affixes, masmuch as action 
is the predominant element in the denotation of these, the Noun 1s always 
cognised as the secondary factor connected with the denotation of the 
verbal 1.00¢, and hence the Nominative and the Accusative are not held to 
be duectly expressed {by the verbal affix), in the same manner, in the 
case of the Ert affixes, the denotation of the Nominative, &c, not bemg 
otherwise possible, these would indirectly imply the Bhavana, which, for 
this very reason, cannot be said to be directly denoted by the word And 
it 18 only with reference to this implied Bhavana, that we have such 
sentences as ‘ Kin karat, ?’ ‘ Pakam’—where the last word is spokenof as 
co-ordinate with the word ‘ karote,” exactly as the word ‘ Dévadattah’ 1s 
used along with the word ‘pacati? And the relatsonshup of the Noun too 1s 
possible only with reference to the indirectly implied Bhavana Or, this 
relationship may be taken as with the denotation of the root (and not with 
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the Bhavana), because of the fact of the nouns serving the purpose of 
accomplishing the denotation of the veibal roots, which are always sub- 
servient to the Bhavana; and the denotation of the root too stands ım 
need of these Nouns (as serving the purpose of accomplishing the deno- 
tation of the root), and the Bhavana too refers only to such Nouns, 
hence there is no incongruity in the relationship in question. 

In the case of the Krtya affixes (tavya, &c ), also, inasmuch as they 
denote the ‘praska, wrging,—even though there be no direct denotation 
of the Bhavana,—the full signification of the word ıs not attained, until 
we have obtained a Bhivand fully equipped with all its three factors 
Because all these words serve to urge the person to a performance of his 
functions, and the form of this fuuction 1s the Bhavana endowed with 
the three factors That ıs to say, apart from his own function, a man 
cannot perform anything else, and the Prahas serve to make him 
perform these Hence if these words did not, in some way or other, refer 
to the function (of the man), they could not urge him to its performance, 
and thus too, in this case also, ıt 1s found that there ıs an indnect imph- 
cation of the Bhavana (which 1s the name given to the functioning of the 
agent). As for the Prazshas or Directions, contained in the Bi Ghmanas, all 
these have the character of Vidhi, Injunction, since what they Jay down 
is not got at by any other means, and hence, in these cases, the Krtya 
affixes cannot ‘but be accepted as having the Injunctive signification, 
even though this sigmfication 1s not laid down by Panini 

The only difference, however, between Injunction and Direction (Vidhi 
and Praha) 1s that when the object 18 otherwise remembered, the wu ging 
(to 1b) 1s called ‘ Piassha’ Duection, while when the same wgung is to 
that wluch is not otherwise got at, ıt becomes ‘ Vidho’ Injunction. 

Thus ıt 1s clear that the Bhavana is signified by the Affixes 

Objection “I£ Bhavana be held to be a functioning of the Instigator, 
“then the character of the Bhāvanā will have to be admitted im such 
‘actions asthe laying of the vessel upon the fire, &c., (1n the case of cooking), 
“and those of the mental determimation, & , (in the case of sacrifice) ,—these 
“being the actions of the Instigating Agent And as it is these actions 
“that are signified by verbal roots, you cannot but admit the Bhavana 
“to be denoted by the root ” 

Reply This does not affect our position , because though 1t is a fact 
that the Bhāvanā 1s never cognised, entiely apart from the signification 
of the verbal root, yet the Bhavan& proper that ıs cogmsed in a general 
form (covermg over many particular actions), is something entirely 
different, Thatis to say, ın all the particular actions spoken of above,— uz. 
laying the vessel upon the fire, &c ,—we always perceive a common generic 
action, i the shape of ‘karota ‘does’ The action of beung softened, 
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laying on the fire, &c, that are spoken of by the words ‘ pacatz,’ ‘ cooks, 
&c , are such as inhere ın the object and in the Nommative Agent. And 
among all these actions, the meire action of cessation from inactwity, the 
mere moving towards the performance of an action, 1s what ıs meant by 
the word ‘Bhāvanā’, while all the particular actions, that go to lend 
colour to the mere activity, and which inhere ın the object as well as 
in the Agent, become related to it, erther in the shape of the Instrument 
or in that of the Process 

Oljectton “But m that case, Bhāvanā comes to be nothing more 
“than a generic denotation of the verbal root.” 

Reply True, the Bhavana does appear ima generic form, but 16 1s 
only inthe shape of something to be accomplshed, and not ın the particular 
forms of the sacrifice, &c Because the generic idea that accompanies the 
sacrifice 13 in the form of the Instrument, which is entirely different from 
the Bhavana, which 1s something to be accomplished With reference to 
each person, the Bhavana has its own peculiar generic and specific forms 
And the sacrifice, &e , appear as Instruments in the Bhavana, and all that 
the signification of the verbal root does 1s to supply the elements wanting 
in this instrument of the Bhavan@, ıt ıs this generic denotation of the 
Root that 1s expressed by the word ‘karmagabda’ ‘Verb’, and masmuch 
as the sacrifice, &c., serve to qualify the Bhavana, they are known as the 
peculrarities of the Bhavand, and not as the Bhavana itself 

In scientific works, however, the words ° kryagabda’ and * karmagabda’ 
are used, sometimes with reference to the denotation of the verbal root, 
and sometimes with reference to the Bhavana, while at times, through proxi- 
muty, with reference to both, in any case they are never used to express 
the particular forms of any of these Because the Bhavana or the sig- 
nificatron of the verbal affix, that is cognised in the case of a conjugational 
affix, is never expressed, ın the same form, by any other word. That is 
to say, the word ‘Bhāvanā’ signifies something that is a substantial 
objective reahty, m an accomplished form, as qualified by a particular 
Gender and Number, and thisis not whatis signified by the conjugational 
affix (the Injunctive fi), whose denotation is entirely free from any 
element of Gender or Number. Similarly too, with the denotation of 
the verbal Root. For instance, the words ‘karot, ‘does,’ and ‘ bhavayaiv’ 
‘accomplishes,’ sigmfy something entirely different from that which is 
expressed by the conjugational affix, since that which is signified by 
t karoti” and ‘ bhdvayats’ is the Bhāvanā that has doing and accomplishing 
for its Instrument; and as this is not the form of the Bhāvanā that 1s 
sigmified ın the case of the word ‘yajéta,’ the two (‘KEaote’ and the 
Injunctive affix in ‘yajeta’) cannot be said to be synonymous And the 
sentence ‘yägēna bhavayét should be explaimed, without takmg into 
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consideration the Bhavana that appears to be siguified by the affix ın the 
word ‘ bhavayét.’ Consequently the sentence tn question cannot be quoted 
in support of the theory that ‘ bhavayate’ or ‘ karot: ’ 1s synonymous with the 
Injunctive affix in ‘yayéta,’ because the use of the sentence can be ex- 
plained as based upon a certain degree of close proximity between the two 
nnd not upon an absolute identity of meaning Thus we conclude that 
the Bhāvanā cannot be expressed by any other word 

As soou as the Bhāvanā has been cognised, first of all there arises a 
desire to know what the object of the Bhdvan@ 18, because the object 1s the 
most important factor ın 1t,and also because the object does not stand in need 
of the desire for any other factor. And in every Bhavana that is endowed 
with anu Injunction, this Injunctiveness, even 1f previously cognised, is 
not accepted, until the Bhavana, as equipped with all its three factors, 
18 perceived to be capable of being put mto action And before the Inyune- 
tive character asserts 1tself, we must always recognise the fact that the 
Bhāvanā should be fully equipped with all the elements that make it 
capable of being put mto action Any peison that would do an act 
intelligently, 1s never found to be engaging in any action, unless he is 
fully cognisant of a certain desirable result that would follow from it, 
This desirable result too 13 never sought for anywhere else besides the 
object to be accomplished (by the Bhavana), because there is nothing 
more important than such a result, that could be the object to be ac- 
complished. 

Thus then, 1f1n any Bhavana, the object to be accomplished were some- 
thing different from that which is desirable to the agent, then no Agent 
would be found to be engaging in any activity towards the fulfilment of such 
an object; and as such the very piompiwe potency of the Injunctive affix 
would become thwarted Hence 161s that, though the denotation of the Root 
(yaz), as related to the Injunctive thiough the fact of being expressed by 
a part of the same word as the Injunctive, comes forward to supply the 
factor of the object of the Bhavani,—yet, on account of its inherent incapa- 
bihty (due to its not bemg something desirable by the Agent), 16 1s set 
aside. (1) Because mere proximity is not the sole giound of any relation- 
ship,—the most mportant grounds being those of Capability, Mutual Want, 
&c, as we shall speak of later on (2) Because all that the word ‘ yajéta’ 
directly denotes ıs the mere relationship between the denotation of the 
root ‘ya’ and the BhavanG (signified by the Injunctive affix), and 16 ex- 
presses nothing with regard to the former entering into any of the three 
elements of the latter That ıs to say, the potency of the word having 
ceased with the denotation of the Relationship, the matte, as to the en- 
termg of anything mto the three elements of the Bhavani, should be 
decided'on the sole ground of capabsity And inasmuch as the denotation 
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of the Root is not found to be capable of being related as the Object, 
—on account of this factor being supplied by the Injunctive character, which, 
being expressed by the same Affix,1s by far the most proximate (to the 
Bhavana),— we must conclude that ıt must be related m the shape of 
another factor (that of the Instrument) (3) The Affix can never serve 
the purpose of prompting towards the Object itself, masmuch as the Agent 
always knows what 1s desuable for him, (and it is only im the matter of the 
paiticular means, &e , that he needs a prompting). Thats to say, ıt 18 only 
im cases where the activity of the Agent 1s dependent upon Scriptural In- 
junctions, that we seek for Proximity or Non-proximity (as pointing out 
the various elements of the Bha@van@). The Object to be accomplished, 
however, ın the shape of Heaven, Cattle, Offspring, Landed property, &c, 
are such as are already known as desnable, without any Scriptual In- 
structions to the effect Hence as soon as there arises a desue to know 
what ıs the object of the Bhavand, we at once recognise, even before we 
come across any scriptural text, that ıt 1s a certain Object desired by the 
Agent, and all that remains to be known ıs the particular Object so 
desired, but this particular object too 1s not in the shape of something to be 
accomplished, but only as the object of the particular Bhavané in question 
Hence ıt 1s that the element in question is supphed by Heaven, &e which, 
though at a distance from the word, is yet found to be the most capable of 
the said relationship As for the relationship of the denotation of the 
Root, any acceptance of this as the Object, would be accepting something 
not required ın the case at all, and as such the very potency of the In- 
junction being thwarted, there would be an inevitable contradiction of the 
Crutz. (4) Further, that alone,—which has been recognised as the nomi- 
native agent of the action of beeng, either ın the same or another sentenee, 
—can have the characte: of the Object (of the Bhdévand), and, as matter 
of fact, in the case im question, the denotations of the Root, &c., are not 
cognised as having any connection with the action of beng, while Heaven, 
&c , found in connection with the word ‘desiring,’ are actually perceived 
to be connected with the action of being Because the desire in the mind 
of the man 1s in the form ‘May Heaven be mine,’—where Heaven 1s dis- 
tinctly cognised as the nominative of beng, and ıb 18 for this 1eason that 
it is accepted to supply a desideratum, something to be brought about, 
of the Bhavana. 

The object of the Bhavana having been thus asceitained, there arises 
a desne to know its Instr ument—by what Means 1t 18 to be accomplished 
And 1t 1s always the ‘ydga,’ ‘Sactifice’ (denoted by the root ‘yap’ m 
‘yaélu’) that 1s recognised as the Instiument, (1) because the action ol 
the Agent depondmg upon the senptural Instiuction, we cannot but seck 
afte. what 1s pomted out by Proximity, &e., as appearing in the text ir 
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question (and the root 138 always the most proximate to the Affix), (2) 
because Capability or Incapability too can not be recognised by any other 
means of right notion, seve the text itself, (3) beeause rb is only the 
‘sacrifice,’ the recognition whereof as the Instrument 1s not incompatible 
with the tenor of the Injanctron; (4) because there is no ground for reject- 
mg the denotation of the root (yapı), that presents riself, as the Enstru- 
ment, through 1ts close Proximty to the Injunctive Affix, and (5) be- 
cause, aga matter of fact, no Bhavana ofa particula result 1s posstble with- 
out the agency of that which rs demoted by a verbal root. Though the 
¢Sacifice’ xtself 1s not an accomplished fact, yet, 1t can accomphsh the 
Result, afte: it has rtself been accomplished by means of its own particular 
Instrument. And itis & fact of nature that everything in the would 1s, 
at one time, in an maccomplished shape, and at another time, m a fully 
accomplished state The accomphshment too (of the sacrifice) 1s of no partı- 
cular use, prior to the action of the Se.ptural Injunction, because the 
only use that the accomplishment of the Instrument has 18 at the time 
of the fulfilment of 1ts particular result And inasmuch as the Instru- 
mentality (of sacrifice} 1s actually found to be extending over all the thee 
periods of time, there 1s nothing very mcongruous in speaking of the 
sacrifice (even while unaccomplished ) as the Instrument (of the Bhavana ) 

For these reasons, the Instrumentehty must be admitted to belong 
to the sacifice, &c But inasmuch as the Result appears at a time 
very remote from that of the performance of the sacrifice, the Insti u- 
mentality of this latter could not be possible, except through the :nterven- 
ing agency of the Aparva, xt 18 for this reason that the words denotmg 
actions are said to bring about the recognition of the Apūiva And thus 
the meaning of the Sätra might be this Those ‘ Karma-cabdas ’—words 
denotatwe of actions—which are ‘ bhavartha,’—which serve the purpose of ac- 
complshing the Bhavan@—such as the roots ‘yapı? and the luke—lead us to 
the cognition of the agency of the Apt va. 

Obpectson: “(1) In accordance with the rule above Jaid down 1n con- 
“ nection with the relationship of the Object andthe Instrument, ıt would 
“seem that the Bhavana could be sigmfied by only such conjugational 
“ affixes as appear in connection with transtlive Verbs; that is to say, the 
“ factor of the obpect being supplied only by such entities as are the most 
“ desired (which ıs the definition of the Obgectve), no mtransitive verb 
“could ever have anything to do with such an object (2) Or, all the 
“ Verbs would become transitive (1f we admit the relationship of all verbs 
‘with such objects.) (8) Or, lastly, ıt must be admitted that there 1s 
“no Bhavana signified in the case of wntransitve verbs ” 

This, however, does not effect our position, because the owective of 
the denotation of the root, as found in the case of Transitive Verbs, 18 
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something enturely different from that which is referred to by the denota- 
tion of the Affix For instance, 1m the case of such transitive Verbs as 
t odanam pacati’ ‘cooks the rice,’ ‘ gr@mam gacchati,’ ‘ goes home, —the objec- 
tive of the root-meaning is entirely different from that of the Bnävanā 
Though 16 often happens thatthe objective of the reoot-meaning itself becomes 
also the objective of the Bhavana,—the meaning of the sentence being 
‘ pakéna odanam bhavayats,’ * accomplishes the rice by means of cooking , —yet 
it is often that the Bhavana, as accompanied by the root-meaning together 
with 168 own particular objective, has an independent objective of its own,— 
the meaning of the sentences mn this case being—‘ odanapakéna gramagama- 
néna va svartham bhawayatr, ‘one seeks to fulfil his desired end by means 
of the cooking of the rice, or by going to his home’ Thus then, the 
Objective of the Bhavana is found to be recognised, after the root meaning, 
only as something to be acquired (and to be accomplished); and as such 
though 1t happens to be covered over by the meaning of another root (* Kama,’ 
desiring), yet ıt ıs always recognised as the objective of the Bhavana, and 
this pecuhar relationship of the Bhāvanā and its objective is, im many cases, 
mentioned by the word ‘Kama’ (to desire). For instance, even m the case 
of intransitive verbs—such es the verbs ‘ Asa,’ to sit, and ‘ Cz’ to lhe down,— 
we have such sentences as ‘ sukhakima āsīta,’ ‘one deswing comfort should 
sit down,’ and ‘ Svasthyakamo Gayita,’ ‘one desiring health should lie down.’ 
And though these two roots are intransitive ones, yet there 1s always & 
factor of ‘ karots’ ‘does,’ or ‘accomplishes,’ signified by the particular Affa, 
and ıt 1s of this ‘ karoti’ (transitive) that Oonfort, &c, are coguised to be 
the objective And this ‘tarot,’ being always transitive, even m the 
ease of the conjugational affixes appearing in connection with Intransitiy® 
Verbs, there is always a certain co-extensiveness between the signification 
of the particular root and that of the word ‘karott,’ as we actually find, 
the questions— Kiın-karot ‘what is he doimg?’—answered by ‘ase, 
‘he is sitting,” ‘ cad,’ ‘he is lying down,’ and thus even in the case of 
these roots we find the Bha@vazd having a definite objective (though the roots 
aie intransitive). As a matter of fact, even in the case of the transitive 
verb ‘yazı, to sacrifice, though the real object 1s the Derty to whom the sacri- 
fice is offered, yet the objective of the Bhavana is something entirely 
different, in the shape of Offspring, Heaven, Cattle, and the like. Thus 
then, in the case of Transitive, as well as in that of Intransitive Verbs, we 
have sucy tonces g3 ‘dsan3na bhavayét sukham,’ ‘one should seek to 
accomplis.:  pleasare by sitting down ’ 

Question ‘What then would be the difference between Transitive 
and Intransitive Verbs.” 

Reply: In a case where the root-meaning 18 always derectly concerned 
with & certain objective, the root 1s Transitive, whereas ın a case where 
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the connection with an objective is only indirect, thiough the medium of 
the Bhavana, the root 1s Intransitive. For instance, ın the case of the root 
to svt, to lae down, the objective 1s not always defimtely cognised, and as 
such they are spoken of as Intransitive, whereas the roots to cook, &e ; 
are always accompanied by an objective, which 1s directly connected with 
it, through the actions of Softening, &c , andas such these are spoken of 
as Thansitive But this does not make any difference between the two kinds 
of roots, when referring to a Bhāvunā. 

The Bhavana then having its two factors—of the Objective and the 
Instrument— duly supphed, there arses a desire to learn the process of this 
Instrumentahty , as without a certain process of action no real Instrumenta- 
lity ıs possible And then, Sense-Perception, &c, not bemg found 
to be capable of helping the Bhāvanā ım any way, a cognition of the 
Process depends entirely upon the Scripture, and as such for a due cogni- 
tion of this, we must take our stand upon Proximity, &c. (of the Verbs 
occuriing m the Scriptural Injunction), and when this is not possible, the 
Process 1s pomted out by some other means ,—either (1)directly by scrip- 
tural Injunctions, or (2) indirectly by the particular Implications of the 
generic Injunction, (3) or by the Apparent Inconsistency of an entirely 
transcendental help (required in the case). 

Thus, bemg duly equipped with all its three factors, the Bhdvand be- 
comes capable of being accomplished, and as such it becomes the object 
of an Ingunction. And because the Bhavana is enjoined, 16 18 on account 
of the Apparent Inconsistency of this, that we have the Injunctions of 
sacrifice, &c , (as forming the factors of the said Bhavan@) And thus the 
Sita becomes duly established. 


Su 


Says the Bhashya —“ There are certain Karmagabdas, &e ,” And 
though the proper words to be cited as examples were ‘yga, ‘ yajana,’ &c , 
yet the Bhashya has cited the words ‘ Cyéna,’ &c., which are accomplished. 
as such only through their co-extensiveness with the aforesaid words, and 
the words ‘ Cyéna,’ &c , are easily recognisable as Karmagabdas, because of 
then denoting certain actions occurring after the Injunction of such instru- 
ments as those of the ‘ yaga,’ sacrifice, &e , and thus these are dependent 
upon something else,—it being absolutely impossible for an independent 
word to be spoken of as ‘ bh@vagabda’ (and as such there is nothing 
incongruous or tautological in the sentence ‘bhkavarthah karmagabdah ’) 
Specially as the ‘ yiga,’ ‘sacrifice,’ &c , by themselves, are capable of being 
inferred to be ‘bhavai tha’ 

Thee me certain ‘bdhavartha’ words that are not ‘Karmacabdas’ 
And in this conncction the proper cxamples to cite were ‘ bhdvuyét 
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kuryat, &e , but the Bhashya cites the words ‘bdhats,’ &c., which signify 
the action of that which 1s prompted, and as such they are not capable of 
being cited as instances of ‘ bhdvartha,’ as explained above. And though 
oue of the words cited by the Bhashya could, by taking ıb ın the causal 
sense, be spoken of as ‘ bhava: tha,’ yet the other two are not capable of such 
constructions, though these latter also can have their denotation split up 
into two parts—one part being the action of the Prompter and another that 
of the Prompted , and with reference to the latter, they can be spoken 
of as ‘bhavartha,’ and it 1s for this reason that the Bhashya has cited 
them. Or,1t may be that, in accordance with the interpretation in the 
following Stina, the purpose of the Bhavana may be taken as served by 
only a partial signification (only that of the action of being), and hence 
even though the words ın question do not signify the whole of the Bhavana, 
yet they can be spoken of as ‘ bhavartha’ 

Question “Why should not these (‘ bhavartha words’) be spoken 
of as Karmagabdas, when all verb-roots are called Karmagabdas ?P” 

Answer. An undefined generic action (that of being) being imecapable 
of being performed, such words cannot be spoken of as Kai magabdas 
And hence ıt ıs that ıt ıs only such verbal roots, as denote particular 
actions, that are recognised as Karmagabdas, and hence the question does 
not affect our position. 

If the werds ‘ Oyéna,’ ‘O1t&,’ &ce, (names of sacrifices) were directly 
related to the particular results (mentioned ın the sentence ‘ Cyénéndbhi- 
garan yajéta, &c ), then the Sac::fice itself would not have any metin- 
mental agency inthe accomplishment of the results, and then the words 
‘ Gyéna,’ &c , could not be taken as Names, because itis only because of the 
co-ordination of the Instrumental Sacrifice with the words ‘Gyénénu,’ &c, 
that these latter are taken as names, and then these words would have to 
be taken as laying down materials for the sacrifices (which has been 
shown above to be absolutely untenable) It 1s for this reason that the 
Bhashya has said— When we have the present Adhikarana, etc., ete’ (That 
ig to say, when, according to the present Adhzkarana, the Sacrifice 18 taken 
as the Instrument of the Bhavand, then the ‘ Cyéna’ cannot but be taken 
as a mere Name of the sacuifice) 

It may be asked why the fact of the sacrifice being the Instrument 
of the Bhavani was not ascertamed on the previous occasion. But the 
reason was that the particular fact has no connection with the subject- 
matter of the former Adhydya, which treats only cf the means of knowing 
Dharma. Then there is the question — why should not the fact of ‘Cyéna’ 
&c , bemg names of sacrifices have been left to be treated of on the present 
occasion ? Bat the reason of this is that this fact bas no connection with the 
Marks of Difference (among Actions), which forms the subject-matter of 
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the present Adhyaya Therefore the treatment of the two facts must be 
accepted in their present order of sequence. 

Says the Bhashya — ‘ Na caishdmarthind, &c’; and this refers to the 
word mentionmg the Result, 2.e, the mention of the Result has no direct 
concern with the word ‘ Q.érayd.” 

Says the Bhdshya — ‘ Viubhaktikatvat;’ and this may mean — (1) 
because of the disappearance of the Oonjugational afix that signifies the pecu- 
liar relationship ; or (2) because of the presence of the particular Declensional 
affix which signifies an accomplished entity For these two reasons, the words 
‘ Ortra,’ & , that denote ce: tain substances, can have no connection with the 
particular results mentioned, as has been declared — ‘The relationship 
of the means and the object always rests in the Bhavana; and hence the 
said relationship could never be accomplished without an affix denoting 
the Bhavana.’ 


Sutra (2): Objection —“ But Bhava forms the meaning of 
all words.” 


“We cannot admit of the fact of the Apirva being expressed by the 
“ Affix, or by the Root by itself directly, and as for expressing it iun- 
“directly, this can be equally done by the Noun also. 

“That is to say, if it were held that the Apirva can be expressible only 
“by that which denotes the Bhavana, or by the root alone by itself, 
“ mdependently of the Affix, then, the theory that it is expressed by Nouns 
“would have been untenable As a matter of fact, however, just as the 
st root, expressed by the Affix is capable of denoting the instrumentality (of 
“the Apiirva), indirectly through the agency of the Bhdwand, so also is the 
«Noun, and as such there is no difference in the two theories.” 


Sutra (3): Reply: Such words, on the utterance whereof 
the forms of the objects denoted are directly cognised, are Nouns; 
asad as such these do not stand in need of anything else, on account 
of their being self-sufficient in regard to their denotation. 


It has been already shown above that when the Apirva is expressed by 
any one factor of the sentence, all else becomes subsidiary to it, and we 
are now going to show the difference in the very characters of the different 
words themselves. 

For rstance, we cannot admit of a distinct Dharma being mani- 
fested with each word of a sentence, because that would necessitate the 
admission of many transcendental agencies, and we have yet to show 
that the Noun can have no direct relationship with the result of the 
sacrifice. Thatis to say, when the particu! ` transcendental agency is held 
to be accomplished by any one wor- * the .ntence, all else is very rightly 
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taken as accomplishing certain visible results and ther eby becoming sub- 
sıdıary to the former, and this theory appears to be the sımplest under 
the circumstances. If, however, for the sake of making the latter subsi- 
diary to the former, we have got to assume other transcendental results to 
follow from these, then ıt would be ver y much simpler to hold all the 
words to be equally related to the Result, nor will this entail the trouble 
of assuming diverse relationships ın the sentence 

Now then, if the Noun be held to be directly related to the Result, 
we would have to call, to the aid of the former, the signification of the 
Root This signification of the root, however, berg self-sufficient, could 
not bring any visible help to the denotation of the Noun which 18 an 
accomplished entity, nor does this latter stand in any need of such visible 
help, because the denotation of the noun ıs recognised as a fully 
accomplished entity, at the very time of its being uttered, and because 
that of which 1t 1s said to stand m need (wz, the Sacrifice as signified 
by the Root) ıs yet to be accomplished. 

The word “ prayoya” ın the S#ira, means that with regard to which 
the word ıs used, 1e , the object denoted by it, and it 1s through this that 
there ıs a recognition of the accomplished form of the denotation of the 
word 

The form of the Action ıs said to be perishable, only with a view to 
pomt to the fact of that form not having yet appeared, specially as even 
when the action has been accomplished, inasmuch as it is extremely 
transitory in its character, ıt always stands ın need of repeated accom- 
plshments, 

Tébhyah parakinksha.—This may be explained (1) as that these Nouns 
do not stand ın need of anything else that would serve as their primary— 
in this case ıt being necessary to supply the words ‘na vidyaié,’” or (2) 
the need for anything else is far away from these 

“How”? The reply ıs ‘ bhitatvat’—that is to say, because of these 
being accomplished entities; this has been added only with a view to 
show the real character of things, which serves as a reason for the view 
held by the Sire 


Sutra (4): Such words, on whose utterance the objects 
denoted are not found to exist, are Verbs , hence it is by means of 


these that the Apurva is cognised, because of the object being 
dependent. 


It is always the denotation of the root, as contained in the Verb, 
that is cognised as something to be accomplished, and when this is held to 
be connected directly with the Result, the Noun must be taken as sel ying 
only a visible purpose 
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That ıs to say, from its very character, the denotation of the Root 1g 
cognised as something to be accomplished, which latter 1s distinctly specified 
by such roots as form parts of paiticular verbs Hence when such a 
denotation of the Root ıs laid down as the means to a Distinct Result, ım- 
asmoch as the former itself 18 something yet to be accomplished, 1t stands 
in need of an Instrument, and what the Noun does 1s to lay down either 
the accessories of the sacrifice (denoted by the Root), or to appear only as 
the Name of a particular sacrifice, or do both, and thereby it becomes 
subsidiary to the denotation of the Root. 

Objection: “If you hold ıt to appear as the Name, then, masmuch 
“as the word that appears as the Noun would also be something to be 
‘accomplished, this too would be equal in all respects to the denotation 
“of the Root” 

Reply. Not so (1) Because if the Name be held to be directly con- 
nected with the Result, ıt would only be taken as an Accessory, and as 
such an accomplished entity (and this would strike at its very character 
of the Name) And (2) because though the denotation of the root has 
the character of something to be accomplished, yet when 1t happens to be 
expressed by a Noun, 1¢ 18 always cognised as an accomplished entity, ex- 
actly hke any ordinary substance 

That 1s to say, though the denotation of the Root is in the form of 
something to be accomplished, yet whenever ıt happens to be mentioned by 
a Noun, 16 is always accompanied by distinct notions of Gender and Num- 
ber, and as such a fully accomplished entaty And it 1s a recognised fact 
that the syntactical needs of words depend upon the particular verbal 
expression, and not upon the real state of things deseribed , hence ıb 
must be admutted that such a need belongs to the Root, and not to the 
Noun. 

“ Because of the object being dependent, ”—thıs serves to pomt out the 
difference between the Noun and the Verb, as based upon the degrees of 
proximity to the words In connection with the Bhaivana,—which has the 
character of a particular activity of the person concerned—this person 
requires a certain relationship of the denotation of the Root, and as there 
1s no reason for setting aside tlus fact, there ıs no need of the mention ot 
the Noun, and this 1s a sufficient ground of difference. 


a atlanta ng Ny ly, a i i A rn 


ADHIKARANA (2) 


[The Hwostence of Apiirra ] 


The above discussion, as to the means of the comprehension of the 
Apiirva, has presupposed the existence of the Apiirva itself, but mas- 
much as its existence 1s not generally accepted, the next sūtra 18 introduced 
with a view to establish the existence of the Apirva 


Sutra (5): Thereis an Apurva ; because of the Injunction. 


Tnasmuch as sacrifices have been laid down for the purpose of certain 
definite results, to follow after the lapse of a long time,—such deferred 
fruition of the Action would not be possible, unless there was an mter- 
vening agency of the Apéiva That ıs to say, the Apparent Inconsis- 
tency of the relationship of sacrifices and such results as the attaimment of 
Heaven, &c, laid down in the Veda,—points to the fact that the existence 
of the Apūrva also ıs laid down in the Veda iiself , and as such itis quite 
authoritative. 

Some people—~notably the author of the Vrit, on the Szfras—thinking 
themselves to be exceptionally clever, seek to disprove the Apiiva in the 
followmg manner And this serves as the 


PURVAPAKSHA (1) of the Adhikatana. 


“Being not amenable to either of the first five means of mght no- 
“tion, the Apiiiva must be admitted to be amenable to the sixth—Negation 
“That ıs to say, the first five means of right notion—Sense-perception 
“and the rest—serve the purpose of giving ideas of certam things, con- 
“ sequently an object which ıs not amenable to any of these, cannot but be 
“accepted to be non-existent, being amenable to the sixth means of mght 
“notion—Negation And, as a matte: of fact, none of the former five 
“are found to be applicable to the Apirva , and hence, being totally foreign 
“ (A-piirva) to the means of right notion, it 18 a non-cntity, and as sach the 
“name ‘ Apiivg ’ 1s quite proper for ıt 
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“(1) The Apūiva 13 not cogmsed by means of Sense-perception, be- 
“canse not being gf the nature of the objects of Sense, —Colour, & — it 
“ cannot be cognised by means of the eye, &c 

“ (2) Nor 1s it cogaisable by means of Inference ; because it has never 
‘‘been found to be actually concomitant with any characteristic mark 
“(that could serve as the middle tem of the Inferential Syllogism), as 
“a matter of fact, no relatzonship—e1ther general or paiticular—has ever 
“been cogmsed, with regard to the Apérva, and we have also shown 
“ above that Inference is never able to prove the mere existence of objects 

“(3) We do not know of any word o: sentence denotative of the 
« Apurva, and hence ıt caunot be held to be an object of verbal cog- 
«mtron. And as for ts cognition bemg based upon the Veda, this 
“could be possible, only 2f ıb were expressed by either a Word or a 
“Sentence. And asa matter of fact, there is no word that is directly 
“expressive of the Apdrva. As for the word Apūrva itself, 16 only 
‘expresses the true state (non-existent) of any such thing, and as 
“pauch denes rts existence totally. And as arule, words cannot apply to 
“a thing not cognised by any other means of cognition, as it has 
“ already been shown that the Word itself 1s not an independent means of 
‘notion And as for the Sentence, it cannot serve as the means of cogni- 
“sno the Apiiva, fo. the simple reason that the sentence is totally 
“ incapable of expressing any such thing as an Apirva , because what is 
“expressed by a sentence is either the identity or difference, or some 
“sort of relationship between any two or more objects, while as a 
< matter of fact, there ate no such objects, of which the Apirva could 
& be erther the identity or difference or any other relationship Though 
“for the cognition of difference among objects, the Sttalays down 
“such means as Different Words, &e., and Duect Assertion, &e.,—yet 
“these also are applicable only to the differentiation or usage of such 
“objects as have a matural existence of thew own, and they cannot 
“serve to point out the existence of anything; and as such they eannot 
“serve as the means of cognising the Apiérva. And as for Induect Im- 
“plication (Alidéga), this cannot apply to anythimg that has not been 
“cogmsed by means of Direct Assertiom And fuither, the whole of the 
“Veda treating of mere Injunctions ard Prohibitions, rt is never found 
“to point out the existence of objects ; and hence there can be no serip- 
“tural anuthouty for the Apéirva, 

“ (4) That whick has never beer seer, and hence anything similar 
* to which has neve: been seen, can never form the object of Analogy. In 
“fact, bemg never perceived, the Apwrea could be held to be analogous 
“only to non-entities, ike the bare’s horns, which also are never per- 
* geived. 
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(5) Even Apparent Incoasistency does not show that there actnally 
“is any such thing as Apiirva; because the relationship of the Sacrifice 
“and its Result is capable of othe: explanations, 

“That is to say, (a) as for the Apparent Inconsistency of something 
“actually seen, this can be shown to be as irrelevant here as in the case 
“of the proving of the existence of Dharma. That is, asa proof of the 
“existence of Dharma, people bring forward the fact of there being dis- 
*‘crepancies in the conditions of different people , but this discrepancy 1s 
“otherwise explicable—bemg held to be due to the nature of the 
“individuals concerned , ın the same manner, the relationship of the Sacri- 
“fice with its results bemg otherwise explicable, 1b cannot point to any 
“such thing as the Apirva (b) As for the Apparent Inconsistency of 
“something that has been directly asserted, this applies only te such cases 
“where the Inconsistency is perceptible In the present case, however, 
“we have to deal with someting that is assumed, and certainly any 
“such thing cannot be said to be inconsistent with something else For 
“instance, when itis said that the material to be offered should be cut out by 
“the Sruva, itis distinctly perceptible that such materials as Meat, Cake 
“and. the like are ıncapable of bemg cut by it; and as the general direc- 
“tionis applicable to these latter also, the direction is interpreted as that ıt 
“is only the cutiong out of hquids, or semi-liquids, that is to be done by the 
“ Gruva. And this assumed interpi etation 1s not imconsistent with anything ; 
“ because it does not entail the rejection of something directly lard down and 
“the assumption of something not so lad down. As for the Aparea, 16 
“can never be conceived of as the means to a result , and as such ıb can- 
“net be urged that from among varmous means to the Result, all others 
“beimg inapplicable te the case m question, ıt 1s the Apūrva alone that 
“ean be accepted as the means, by the Law of Parteisha (Alternatives). 

“ And further, uf the mere Sact of the mapplicability of other means 
“were to serve as the sole ground for the applicataon of the said Law of 
“ Alternatives, why cannot we assume the Horns of the Hare to be the 
“ means in question ? That is to say, the mere fact of the absence of any 
“other cause, cannot justify the assumption of Apirva being the neces- 
“sary means, because the reason would be equally applicable to the 
“agency of the “hare’s horns’ as well 

“ And, further, if the Apiurva be held to be somethmg brought about 
“by the Sacrifice, then that would mean a rejection of the Heaven, which 
“is the directly asserted objective of the Sacrifice, and the assumption 
“of a thing not so asserted. And secondly, if the Apiirva be held to be 
“the means to the particular Result, that would mean the rejection of the 
“ Sacrifice, which is the directly asserted means to the Result, and the 
“assumption of something not so declared. Amd there ıs no third 
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“character that could be attributed to the Apūıva. Consequently, on 
“the strength of the Scripture, ıt must be held that the Result follows 
* duectly from the Sacrifice 

“Tf it be asked—how can the Sacrifice, bemg itself immediately 
“destioyed, bring about the result ?—all that we have to say, m reply, 
“is that, when such an effectiveness is mentioned in the Scriptures, why 
“ should it bother your head? For certainly, what is your authority for 
‘holding that the long-standing (Apiirva, left by the Sacrifice) brings 
“about the Result? Ifit be a law that ıt ıs only long-standing causes 
‘ that can bring about any effects, then why should 1t not be held that the 
“ Results are brought about by the Akaga, and such eternal things? If it be 
“urged that, ‘we assume the Result to be brought about by the Apirva, 
“simply because that alone 1s capable of a continuous existence other 
“than what 1s possible for that (Sacrifice) which is laid down as the 
“< means ’—then, ıt would be far more reasonable to assume the Result 
“to follow from the Akaga, &e , but m this latter case, masmuch as 
“the existence of these is universally recogmised, you would have to as- 
“sume only their agency in the biingmg about of the Result, where- 
“as im the case of the Apiva, you have got to assume everything, 
“beginning from its very existence, without any authority whatever, 

“ [f you mean to say that, ‘the Result must be brought about by 
“some such agency as has some degree of permanence, and 28s connected 
“with the Sacryice (which cannot be said of AkGca, &c )’,—even then, 
(1) ıt would be very much simple1 to assume the Result to be brought 
“about by the Soul of the Sacrificer, which is connected with the Sac- 
“rifice, and 1s permanent That is to say, the Sacrifice itself bemg tran- 
“sitory, if the Result brought about by something connected with ıt 
“ean be spoken of as brought about by the Sacrifice,—then certainly 
‘at 1s very much simpler to assume that1t1s brought about by the soul 
“of the person who has performed the Sacrifice (2) Or, the dest uction 
“of the Sacrifice could biing about the Result (all Destruction being per- 
“ manent), and the assumption of this agency would not require any 
‘‘ great effort on our part, inasmuch asit 1s correlative to the Sacrifice which 
“is duectly laid down in the Veda Thatis to say, the Sacrifice itself 
“beg transitory, what we have to admit is that the Action itself is 
“destroyed, but on account of the truthfulness of the Scripture, iis 
“ Result is sure to follow at some other time. Anditisa rule that that which 
“leads to the cogmition of something else is the means to thıs latter, and 
“ın the case m question, we find that itis the dest: auction of the action 
“that gives us an idea of the occurrence of the Result at some other 
“time; and hence this Destiuction must be admitted to be the means to 
“ the Result 
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“It may be urged that a non-entity 1s never held to be an effective 
“agent, But in reply to this, we ask—where have you come across that 
“ effective agency of the Api va, that you accept 16 in the present case? 
“ And when ıt becomes absolutely necessary to renounce the ordinarily 
“ acknowledged character of the Means,—and we come to consider whether 
“we should assume the agency of the Apiirva or that of Negation,—1t 
‘cannot but strike us that the assumption of the agency of Negation 
“ which 1s accomplished ın itself, 1s far more reasonable than, and cannot 
“be rightly given up im favour of, that of the agency of the Apiirva, 
“ which itself has got to be assumed 

“And further, 1f the words of the Veda itself could express the fact 
“of the Result following at some other time, then alone could we, on the 
“strength of that, assume the intervening agency of something else. 
“ That ıs to say, the Vedic Injunction is found to serve the purpose of 
“ pointing out the 1elation between a certam Action and a Result, and no 
“ mention is found therem of any other time , and hence from the natu z 
“of Actions in general, we would naturally assume the result of the Ac- 
“tion enjoined to follow immediately after ıt; why then should we, im 
“the first place, assume the result to occur at some other tıme, and then, 
“ secondly, assume the intervening agency of the Apurva ? 

“ Hore ıt may be urged that—‘at the time that the Action is per- 
“ formed, the Result ıs not found to appear immediately after ıt, and we 
“are forced to the conclusion that the Result must follow at some other 
“time, and that the Apirva 1s theagent that intervenes between the perfor- 
“ mance of the Action and the appearance of the Result.’ 

“ But this is not correct, it 1s only after he has ascertained the pure 
“meaning of of the Scriptural Injunction that a person engages in the per- 
“ formance of the Action enjoined , and after the Action has been performed, 
“he does not trouble himself with the meaning of the said Injunction. 
“ That is to say, none that 1s ignorant of Vedic Injunctions is entitled to 
“the performance of any Saciifice, and hence prior to the performance 
“of the Sacrifice, 16 ıs absolutely necessary for the performer to have 
“a full comprehension of all that is implied in the Injunctions. And 
“as a matter of fact, at the time of this comprehension, there ıs not 
“the least idea of the fact of the Result of the Action not appearing at 
“ the time of 1ts performance. And that which, at the time of the com- 
“prehension of the Sciiptural Injunction, has not been cognised as con- 
“tained mm the Injunction—how can ıt be possible that ıt ıs always cog- 
“ nised subsequently P 

“ Then again, inasmuch ın the case of all men, we find the Result 
“not appearing immediately after the Action —we can attrıbute this fact 
“ to some deficiency in the performer himself , aud as such there is no 
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“Inconsistency ın the non-appearance of the Result, that could justify 
“the assumption of the Apūrva Thatis to say, we actually find a certain 
“ deficiency (1m the performer or in the performance of the Action), which 
“supplies the necessary explanation of the fact of the Result not appearmg 
“immediately after the Action is performed, and hence there can be no 
“ ground for assuming an Apūva, for the sake of the appearance of the 
“ Result at some other time. Because the anthonty of Apparent Inconsis- 
“tency being equally applicable to both assumptions, 1t 1s more 1eason- 
“able by far to assume some such deficiency, even when any such be not 
“‘ perceptible, than to assume an altogether unprecedented agency of the 
“ Apūrva 

“ Nor can the Apirva be assumed with a view to the appearance of 
“Results during future lives Because Heaven and Hell consıs,ing of only 
«& Pleasure and Pain, respectively, these two are actually experieu_eil by the 
“ person during this very life, immediately after the perfor mance of actions. 
“That ıs to say, there are no Heaven and Hell either in the shape ex- 
“tremes of Pleasure and Pam, or in the shape of certain well-defined 
“ localities,—so that these could not be experienced during the present life 7 
“ specially as if these were transcendental, we could not have »=v longing for 
“or aversion to them, and as for the ordinary pleasures pains, these 
“appear immediately after the performance of the Action , wa so there is 
“ no difference ın the case of such results, that could justify an assumption 
“ of the Aparva, 

“ Further, ın the case of Prohibitions, the declaration of the Scripture 
«ig not found to bring about an Apūrva, and hence any Apiirva proceeding 
“from an imfringement of the Prohibitions could not have the authority 
“‘of the Scriptures. That is to say, ın the case of the sentence—‘ the 
« Bidghmana should not be killed,’ what is declared by the Scripture 1s 
“that one should desist from such nlling, and such desisiong cannot bring 
“about any result at any other time; and as such this does not stand in 
“need of the assumption of an Apiva. Of the kvling of the Brahmana, 
“however, the result ıs the fall mto Hell, and if this Result could be 
“ made the ground for assuming an Apiirva to be produced by such killing, 
“snasmuch as the Killing is not enjoined in the Veda, the Apūrva in ques- 
“tion would be brought about by an ordinary (non-Vedic) action, and as 
“ such 1t could not be said to rest upon the authority of the Veda. And 
“even if such an Apiva were assumed, bemg itself without any action, 
“at could not be capable of carrying the body of the person to any other 
“ place, at some other time, and thus too 1t would be absolutely useless. 

“Nor ıs 16 possible for the Apurva to have any substratum , because 
“the substratum of the action itself ıs the sacrificial Cake, and such other 
“things appertaming to the sacrifice , and all these are destioyed with 
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“the Action, and nothing apart from such substiata of the Action could 
“ gerve as the substratum of the connected Aparva 

“The same arguments apply also to the rejection of the Subsidiary 
“ Apuirvas. And further, 1f the Subsidiary Apirvas be held to lead to the 
“Principal Apirva at a distance, then the subsidiaries not being directly 
“ related to the Pimeipal Action, they could not serve any usefal purpose. 
“ That 1s to say, even if we assume a subsidiary Apirva, this could not be 
“of any use, unless related to the Principal Action Nor 18 it possible for 
“at to fall in with either the Principal Action itself or its Apt ve, because 
“of the immaterial characte: of these 

“ As for the particular result that 1s said to accrue to the substance— 
‘Corn, for imstance—through its bemg washed ,—even this ends with 
“that result , and as such not moving any further, ıt could not in any 
“ way heip the Principal Apaiva in biingmg about the main Result of the 
“ Principal Action 

“If the Subsidiary Apirvas weie held to inhere im the soul of the 
“ sacrıficer, then, ın that case they would become included ma purpose 
“desired by the agent, and as such ıt would lose its character of being 
“ subsidiary to the Action 

“And further, masmuch as all subsidiary actions are mentioned 
“simultaneously by a single sentence, all the subsidiary Apūrvas would ac- 
“cord their help simultaneously , but no such simultaneous action 18 pos- 
“ stble unless they are related to one another ; as a matter of fact, however, 
“ there is no ground for any such relationship. The same argnments apply 
“ to the simultaneous action of the Principal Apūrvas towards the comple- 
“ tion of the Result Therefore we conclude that on account of the mere 
“ fact of its being performed, the Principal Action produces the Result im 
“the Man, and the subsidiary Actions bring about heir results m the 
“ Principal Action 


“ Nor again is 16 possible for the Apiirva to be either produced or mani- 
** fested. 

“ Because ıt could not be produced all at once, by a number of actions 
“ that appear one after the other; and bemg devoid of constituent parts 
“ıb could not be believed to be produced in any sequential order. And 
“ hence it can never be said to be produced. 

“ Nor can it be manifested , because a manifestation is possible only 
“ through some sort of an effect produced upon the sense-organs, or the 
“ objects of sense, or both of these, whereas we do not find any such effect 
“ to be produced by Sacrifice, &c Thatis to say, all manifestations are 
“brought about by means of the effect produced upon one of the afore- 
“ said three (the sense, the object, or both), and hence in the case in 
“ question, it becomes necessary to assume another such effect (Sanskas}. 
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‘ Then again, for the sake of this last, we have to assume another Sang- 
‘“‘hara, and hence this theory cannot be said to have any authority If the 
“ Apiirva were perceived after the performance of the Action, then we 
“could speak of its being manzfested (because ıt is only that which exists 
“ that can be manifested),—and that too, if there were some authoritative 
‘means of coguising its existence As a matter of fact, however, none of 
“ these two contingencies exist Consequently, we conclude that there is 
“no such thing as Apūiva, and that the present Sia does not treat of 
“any such thing, hence the said interpretation of the Salva cannot he 
“accepted as correct ”’ 


To all this, we make the following reply 


SIDDHANTA 


The pecuhar kind of Apūrva that you have reared up ın your own 
imagination, to have a tangible body, 1s nothing to us, and as such a trefu- 
tation of that need not trouble us atall Fo: the simple reason that the 
Api va that we hold ıs not what you have 1efuted, but we mean by ita 
certain capability in the Principal Action or in the Agent, which did not 
exist prior to the performance of the action, and which 1s duly based upon 
the authority of the Scriptures. Before the Piincipal or the Subsidi- 
ary actions are performed, men are incapable of reaching Heaven, and 
the Principal Sacrifices are incapable of biinging about their results 
And 14 must be admitted that both these :ncapabilities—one in the agent 
and another ın the Principal Action—are set aside by the duly performed 
Principal and Subsidiary sacrifices, which then produce a certain capability 
ın them. Because unless the said capability be produced the Actions remain 
as good as unperformed. And it 1s this capability, ın the Agent or ın the 
Principal Sacrifice, that 18 called, in our philosophy, the ‘ Apiva’ 

You have urged that the Apirva ıs not cogmisable by any of the re- 
cognised means of mght notion, Sense perception and the rest This is 
true, inasmuch as the only means of cogmising the Apurva 1s the Apparent 
Inconsisteney of something mentioned in the Veda, and hence yom 
argument does not quite affect our position. Specially because we also 
hold only such Apparent Inconsistency to be the means of knowing the 
Apirva, and inasmuch as this Apparent Inconsistency forms a part of 
Verbal Testimony, our sole authority for the A pinva isthe Scripture itself, 

Thatis to say, there are certam Vedic passages which declare that 
attainment of Heaven proceeds fiom the saciifice, and that the subsidiary 
sacrifices, the Praydya and the rest, impart a help to the Principal Sacrifice , 
and on account of such passages it must be admitted that these actions, 


ON APŪRYA. 505 


whether destroyed or not, have a certain potenty for bringing about the 
results mentioned ın the said passages; specially as no effects can be 
produced by an entity that is devoid of all potency 

Now then, we must admit the said potency to belong to the 
Sacrifices, after they have been performed. Because all actions being 
transitory, 1t is not possible for even a single action to exert a simultaneous 
infiuence upon the Result; how then can this be possible m the case of 
many actions? Thats to say, when the action 1s taken m hand, inasmuch 
as itis made up of many momentary parts, it 1s incapable of applying al 
at once to any Result, and this becomes all the more impossible when the 
Actions—such as the Darça-Pürnamāsa, etc —are made up of many supple- 
mentary Actions For mstance, at the time that the Darga 1s performed, 
there is no Pūrnamāsa; and by the time that the Puérnamaea 1s performed, 
the Darga has long ceased to exist, and so also in the case of a single 
sacrifice, at the time that the Agnéya 1s performed, the Agnishomiya and 
the Up@acu sacrifices do not exist; and when any one of these exist, the 
other two do not, and thus no simultaneity 1s possible Consequently if 
the Darca-Pirnamisa, or any part of it, were to be destroyed, without 
leaving behind any capability ın the Agent, then they would be in the 
same position as that which they bad before their performance, and as 
such any subsequent action not having any concomitance, either directly 
or through some potency left behind, with the foregoing actions, such 
performance of the latter Principal Action would im no way differ from 
this same Action, when performed alone by itself, without the foregoing 
subsidiaries (as at the tame of the bringing about of the final result it 
would have, ın both cases, to depend solely upon itself) , and hence there 
would not appear the Result, which 1s laid down as following from the 
Principal Action as accompamed by the Subsidiary Actions; because 
neither the Darça by itself, nor any other Action, has been laid down asthe 
means of that Result 

Even those who declare that the Result must always follow imme- 
diately after the Action, will have to admit that the Result should 
appear at the end of all the Actions concerned ; and consequently, accord- 
ing to them, Action performed last being the immediate precursor 
of the Result would be the only means to the Result, all the others having 
been long destroyed. If however all the Actions leave behind them certain 
capabilities, called ‘ Apirvas,’ then there being no use of the actual presence 
of the Actions themselves, even when their physical forms have ceased to 
exist, the functioning of the Result would have a simultaneity based upon 
such capabilities; specially as it 1s only such simultaneity that.is found to 
be the basis of all usage. For instance, all objects are found to act their 
parts, in all ordinary usage, only by means of their capabilities; and hence 
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the usage can be accomplished by means of the capabilities, even if the 
physical form of the action exist at some other time and place Even m 
the case of ordinary actions of the world, when the Results of such actions 
are found to appear at some other time, the said capability must exist, but 
this capability 1s not called ‘ Apirva.’ Thatis to say, even in the ordinary 
world there are many such Actions as, Farming, Hating butter, and Study 
&c, the Results of which are found to appear at some future time, and 
masmuch as these actions themselves cannot continue to exist till the 
appearance of the result, we must admit the Result to be brought abont 
by certain potencies left behind them, which continue to exist all along. 
But masmuch as these actions do not appertain to the Veda, these capabi- 
Iities are not called ‘ Apirvas,’ 

Thus then, before the actionis performed, at the very time that the 
Vedic Injunction of the Action has been heard, we at once recognise the 
Result there mentioned to be capable of being brought about by the 
due performance of many Subsidiary and Principal Actions , and having a 
firm faith in the veracity of the Veda, we at once come to the conclusion that 
all the vamous Subsidiary and Principal Actions must continue to have 
some sort of an existence, up to the time of the actual appearance of the 
Result , and masmuch as we find the physical forms of these actions to 
be destroyed as soon as they aie performed, we conclude that they can 
have no existence, except ın the shape of some sort of a capability left 
behind. 

It has been urged that the assumption of the Apirva entails the rejec- 
tion of that which 1s directly mentioned in the Veda, and the assuinption of 
something not so mentioned But such ıs not the case, because as a matter 
of fact, (1) ether the Result may be said to be brought about by the Sacr- 
fice itself, through the said Capability, or (2) the Result itself may be said 
to have been produced, immediately after the action, ın the shape of a cer- 
tain subtile potency. 

(1) If the Result were brought about by something -totally uncon- 
nected with the Sacrifice, then the said objection would apply to us As 
a matter of fact, however, that which is brought about by the potency left 
behind ın the Agent by the Sacrifice, 1s brought about by the Sacrifice 
itself, specially as ali Causes ın the world, in the bringing about of therr 
particular results, stand im need of certain mtermediate actions (2) Or 
conversely, all effects, ın the shape of the Curd, &c, when appearing from 
their canses, as Milk, &c., do not all at once appear in the thickened form 
(of the curd); in fact, m thé interval (between the milk and the fully- 
developed curd) the milk undergoes, at every step, various subtile modifi- 
cations, In the same manner, a result, lıke Heaven, undergoes several 
ántervemng modifications, in the shape of the Apurva, which 18 in the 
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TER eee SA ee blossom forth into the fully-developed 
. ; ppearance of this sprout-like Apitti va, the 
Heaven itself becomes produced, and in this case, all the time that mter- 
venes between the determmation to perform the sacrifice and the experi- 
encing of the last iota of the Result, 1s counted asthe Present It has also 
been declared elsewhere ‘When one says one should cook the food by 
means of fuel, the action of burning is undeistood , and as soon as the 
sprout has sprung up, 1t 1s taken fo. granted that the tree has grown’ 

It has been urged above that before the Action has been actually 
performed, there can be no idea of any such thingasthe Apina Bat 
this is not tine , -because all Means, either Vedic or of the ordinary world, 
aie known to be transitory, and then unless there 1s some idea of the 
permanence of some sort of a potency left behind by the Means, how could 
such a Means be enjomed in the Veda? That ıs to say, unless we actually 
recognise the fact that the potency left behind by the Means, which itself is 
past and gone, subsists till the final accomplishment of the Result,—there 
is no possibility of atransitory Action being enjomed, and hence it 1s 
proved that the idea of the possibility of such a potency exists before the 
Action 1s performed. 

Nor can the Result be said to be brought about by the souls of the 
persons that have performed the sactifice , because, ın accordance with your 
theory, there is no difference made in the soul, either by the performance 
or the non-performance of the sacrifice. If the sacrifice were to dis- 
appear without leaving any trace behind, then, being as good as not per- 
formed, what would be the difference between the soul of the person that 
has performed the sacrifice and that of one who has not performed it ? 
Because the character of the soul exists equally ın both , and the character 
of the sacrifice too belongs equally to that which is performed and has 
disappeared, and to that which 1s not performed And as for the character 
of the performer (of the sacrifice), 16 does not persist ın the soul of the 
person who 1s at some other time devoid of the action, and occupies an 
altogether different position Nor can it be urged that the potency of the 
Performer subsists , because the sacrifice being performed even before the 
appearance of this potency (which appears only after the action has been 
performed), it cannot be said to be any such cause of the Action as func- 
tions by its very presence And further, 1f the Man (his soul) were the 
means of the Result,—thenu the means of all Results, pleasant and as well as 
unpleasant, being one and the same, all the Results would always be of one 
and thesame kind And again, the character of having performed sacrifices 
would inhere equally in one who has performed many sacrifices and one 
who has performed only one; and then there would be no difference in the 
results accruing to these two persons. And this argument would strike 
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against all those that perform many sacrifices , specially because the verb 
not signifying the performing agent, how could ıt be cognised that such 
and such a person has the character of having performed many sacrifices 
For one who accepts the production of Apūrva, there is a distinct Apérva 
for each action performed, and as such there would be no meongruity in 
the multipherty and multifariousness of Results 

And further, among the subsidiaries also, if the soul of the performer 
alone were the sole means to the end, then inasmuch as the traces left by 
the subsidiaries, as performed along with one Principal Sacrifice, would 
subsist ın the soul of the performer at all times, there would be no per- 
formance of the same subsidiaries, along with another sacrifice (in which 
two they are laid down as to be performed separately) That ıs to say, 
according to your theory, all the subsidiary sacrifices, the Praydja and the 
rest, being transient, there could be no proximity of the Result with the 
physical forms of these, and consequently, the help that the subsidiaries 
would accord to the Principal, must be done by the Performer, and this 
help of the Principal too, in the absence of an Apérva, must accord 1ts help 
to the soul of the Performe: himself, thus then, one who has performed the 
subsidiary Prayda, &c., ın connection with the Principal Sacrifice, would 
remain ever-endued with the aid accorded by these subsidiaries, and 
hence—without performing these along with another saertfice, which is 
laid down as to be performed exactly in the same way as the former Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice,—he would attain its Result all the same, and so there 
could be no performance over again of these subsidiaries , and in that case 
there could be no room for such injunctions as that—‘ during the Praydyas 
one should offer the krshnala (a material laid down as the substitute of 
the ordinary materials offered at the sacrifice ın connection with one Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice) It might be urged that-—“ the times of the performance 
of the two sets of sacrifices bemg different, the one performance of the 
subsidiaries could not obviate the necessity of performing them over 
again” Butthe reply to this will be given under the Sutra ‘ Arthasyam- 
krtatvat’ where it will be shown that the aid accorded by the performance 
of the subsidianes bemg held to be ın the shape of the soul of the Per- 
former, this aid would remain exactly the same, whether the object aided 
be near at hand or at a distance, and that thus ıt would make no differ 
ence, even if the Principal Sacrifice to be performed were not quite proxi- 
mate to the subsidiaries. 

The above objections apply also to the theory that the Result pro- 
ceeds from the Destruction of the Action. Because one who holds the 
Result to follow from such Destruction could have no difference among the 
Destructions of good and evil actions, or between those of one or many 
actions, or among various kinds of negation i1tselfi—vz : Prior Negation, 
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Posterior Negation, & , because all of these equally are non-entitres , and 
as such there could be no diversity or multifarionsness of results. For 
instance, one who has been cured of one disease, as well as one who has 
been cured of many,—im the case of both of these men, the fact of beng 
cured 18 Just the same 

If the Destruction of each particular action be held to be distinct, then 
16 becomes an entety, and as we know of no such entity, 1t 18 only the 
entity in the shape of the Apirva that would be called by the name of 
‘ Destraction ° 

And further, the Results are not mentioned as followmg from the 
Destruction of Actions , and specially as this Destruction 1s nothing more 
than the contradictory of the sacrifice, a result that would follow from ıt 
could not be said to follow from the sactifice That ıs to say, all that the 
Veda says is that—‘ one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices, aud not 
that he should procure a negation of sacrifices And hence, the sentence 
being actually found to rest upon the causal relationship between two 
entities, 1f one were to assume it to deal with such relationship between 
non-entities, he would be striking at the very authority of the Veda itself 
Because that which proceeds from the Destruction of the Action cannot be 
said to be (causally) connected with the Action itself , because of the two 
(Action and its Destraction) being contradictory to one anothe. , for 
instance, the burning caused by the heat of fire cannot be said to be con- 
nected with cold. Or, it may be that, just as when the Result is laid down 
as following fiom the sucrifice, you assumed ut to follow from iis destruction, 
so in the same manner though the result laid down 1s Heaven, yet 15 may be 
assumed to be the Neyatzon of Huu.en! It may be urged that the said 
objection apples equally to the Apurva theory «lso But then, it 15 not 
so , because 1t 18 only a capability brought about by the Action, and as such, 
it is not quite different from ıt As we have already shown that that 
which ıs brought about by the Apirva ıs brought about by the sacrifice 
rtself, and that m the production of the Apurva, the result itself 1s 
produced. 

Even m ordinary experience we never find any negation to havea 
causal action, even if any such may be shown, there too, we can always 
attribute the effect to some other enizty In the case ın question, however, 
we perceive no other active entity save the Apiirva 

Tt has been urged above that ın ordinary experience the Apiirva too 
has never been perceived to have a causal action But this is not correct ; 
because 1n all cases we find the causal efficiency belonging to some sort of a 
Potency or Capability ın general, and the Apūrva is nothing more than @ 
particular sort of Potency. 

Another argument that has been brought forward is that—‘* the 
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Injunction does not speak of any Result following at any other time, and 
the only theory that is in keeping with the scriptural Injunction is that the 
Result follows immediately after the action has been performed, and 
hence 1b 1s only such i.nmediate sequence of the result that cın be said to 
be enjoined ,” but in refutation of this we have already brought for ward 
the fact that the Actions being many and all transitory, no immediate 
sequence to the Action 1s ever possible 

As for Heaven and Hell also, these represeut the very extremest degrees. 
of Pleasure and Pain respectively, and as such are capable of being 
experienced only at some other place and time, and could never be 
experienced immediately after the performance of actions,—as we shall 
show ın the beginning of the Sixth Adhyaja 

Even such ordinary worldly 1esults—as children, && —having the 
nature of appearmg gradually, do not appeat immediately after the per- 
formance of the action; and people do not ever think of obtaining the 
Result immediately after the action As for such results as the acquisition of 
landed property in a village, such acquisition by itself does not constitute 
all the Result, which les chiefly in the use to which the property 1s 
brought, and this takes some time, and could not be fulfilled without 
certain intervening causes Inasmuch as such objects as landed pro- 
perty, &c, have their full fiuition in the use to which they are brought, 
which requires a certain amount of time, such fruition would be impossible 
immediately after the Action, hence in the course of this time, whenever 
the activity of the cause would cease, the Result would be finished and 
done with all at once, consequently it 1s absolutely necessary that there 
should be some sort ot a causal agency subsisting till the accomplishment of 
the last 10ta of the Result 

And this fact being duly ascertained before the performance of the 
Action, 1t cannot be 1ightly urged that the Apparent Inconsistency of the 
finition of the Result would be equally explicable on the ground of certain 
deficiencies in the characte: of the Performer, detected after the per- 
formance of the saciifice has been found to be not immediately followed by 
the Result 

It has heen urged that there is no scriptural Aparva in the ease of Pro- 
Inbitions But just as ın the case a Scriptural Injunction, an Apive fol- 
lows from the Act enjoined, 30, 11 the same manner, 1n the case of Prohi- 
bitions, an Apūrıa must follow from that which 13 prohibited That 1s to 
say, just as it 1s only certain ordinary objects of the world—such as 
certain materials, &c —that becoming Vedie, after the particular Injunc- 
tion of the Veda has been laid down which connects them with a definite 
result, are found to bring about certain transcendental Apirvus, only 
amenable to the Veda,—in the same manner, though such prohibited 
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actions as the killing of a Brāhmana, are not ordmarıly recognised as 
leading to a fall mto Hell yet when the particular prohibition (of such 
killing) has been met with, ıb naturally leads to the assumption of its 
bringing about an Apirva capable of leading the person into Hell, and 
this Apérva too 1s as Vedic in its character as the former Apirvas 

Even though the Apirva ıs devoid of any such apparent actions as 
motion and the like, yet by a mere connection with the performer, ıt 
becomes capable of such actions as leading him to other places, &c ; and 
as such the absence of any apparent activity cannot be wged against it 
with any effect And ıt ig the soul of the performer himself that serves 
as the substrate of the pūva, hence the said action also tests in this 
soul itself, as we have alieady shown, unde: the chapter on * Soul, that 
of all Actions the active agent 1s the Soul That ıs to say, 1t has been 
shown that of all such actions as the cutting out of the Cake, and offering 
if, &e , 16 1s the Soul that ıs the active agent, through its specific action 
of deteamunation, & And thus we conclude that as the said actions go 
on disappearing, one after the other, they leave behmd them, ım the Soul 
certain potencies capable of brmging about the experience Heaven, &c 

It may be asked—‘ How can the potency of that which has been 
destroyed subsist?’ But to this we make the followmg reply If the 
potencies of actions were held to lie within themselves, then on the destruc- 
tion of these, they could not subsist, but when they inhere in the soul of 
the performer, there 1s no reason why they should not subsist 

Question “But how can the potency of one thing mhere m 
another ? ” 

Answer (1) There ıs no absolute difference between the Action and 
the Soul of the Performer. (2) And as a matter of fact, when looking 
for a potency, inasmuch as its assumption rests upon its effects, we must 
always accept ıt to le m a substrate where ıt might be of the greatest 
use,—be this substrate the Action itself or something else. That is to say, 
when we find that a destruction of the Action makes entirely useless anv 
potency that inheres in that Action,—and that it ıs absolutely necessary 
to postulate such a potency,—then, just as its peculiar form, so its 
substrate too, must be assumed to be such as would make ıt of the 
gieatest use 

And thus ıb is that the subsidiary Apirvas, resting mm the Soul, 
become related to the Principal Apiirvas, through the fact of both of them 
inhermmg m the same Soul, and hence, when proceeding to help (ım the 
accomplishment of the Result), they do >t from a distance. on account of 
there being left no place in the substrate (by the Primuipil ly 7 "aat for wiv 
direct fanctionmng (of the subsidiary Apū vas) 

Tt has been urged above that, 1f the Apūra ni tes tao'h s 
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becomes only an end ın itself desirable by men But this does not affect our 
position , because one thing becomes subservient to another, only when its 
sole use lies in the serving of some purpose of this latter, and not merely 
when it rests in this; for instance, though the Red Dye is carried by the 
camel (and as such rests upon its back), yetit serves the purposes of the 
king (for whom 1t 1s carried). Nor can ıt be urged that there can be no 
relationship of the contaimer and the contamed in the case of an immaterial 
thing (lke the Apirva) Because such relationship 1s as feasible as the 
presence of Pleasure, &c., in the Soul (which is immaterial). 

As for the effects produced ın the corns by the action of washing, &c, 
thig subsists till the action of the cutting of the cake into two parts ex- 
tend over the whole series of such actions as the setting aside up of the 
several conditions of the corn—as the Rice, &c , and imasmuch as the 
Principal Action also inheres, to a certain degree, in the corn, the afore- 
said effect rests aside, only after 1t has helped in the accomplishment 
of the Principal Apiirva And ıb ıs for these reasons that, like the actions 
tbat help from a distance, the actions of washing, &c , are not accepted as 
helping ın the fulfilment of the Principal Action, as a whole 

And just as the connection between the Subsidiary and the Principal 
Apiirvas rests upon the fact of their inhering in the same Soul, so also the 
Same may be said with regard to the connection among the subsidiary 
Apiirvas themselves on the one hand, and among the Principal Apiirvas 
onthe other And thus ıb 1s that the simultaneous activity of all these 
becomes possible. 

Question “How ıs ıt that the Principal Apiirvas, appearing as 
“they do one after another, are helped all at once, by the subsidiary 
“ Apūrvas, which also appear one after the other, some before and some 
“ after the Principal Apirvas ? ” 

To this some people make the following reply The Principal 
Action lymg among the Subsidiaries, brings about its Apiirva, by means 
of the Apūrvas left by the subsidiaries gone before it, as also by those 
comng after it,—these latte: also having been already moved into 
activity, by the force of the fixed procedure of the Action asawhole But 
being, hke the Atithyd and the Varhz offerings, common to many, the said 
subsidiary Apirvas do not become fully utilised in helping in the fulfil- 
ment of a single Principal Apiirva. 

Question: “But how can any help be given by those Aparvas that 
are themselves yet to come ? ” 

Reply: This help 1s presupposed on account of the relationship being 
known to be absolutely certain , just as when the action of eating is close 
at hand, the cups, &c, are washed beforehand. 

Question: “It it be such that while the subsidiary Apirvas are yet 
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“ to come, the Principal Apürvds are acomplished, then ın that ease, there 
“would be no need of actually performing the subsidiary sacrifices (as 
“ their purposes will have been fulfilled prior to their performance) ” 

Reply But wherefore should they not be performed, when the 
matter ıs such that though the Principal Apirva is accomphshed by the 
prospective help of the Apirvas of the subsidiary Actions to be performed, 
yet ıt does not bear its final fruit, until these actions have been actually 
performed ? 

Others, however, ofter the following reply to the above question + 
Hack subsidiary Action brings about 1ts own Apirva independently of all 
other subsidiaties, similarly the Prmeipal Action also—f 1, the Agnéya— 
brings about its own peculiar Apirva, by the mere help of certain old- 
standing Apūrvas, ınberımg in the soul of the performer, independently of 
the Apūıvas of all its own subsidiaries—which it has not yet been 
equipped with,—and mdependently also of any other Principal Action, 
which has not yet appeared Thus, then, in the case of the Darga-Pirna- 
māsa sacrifice, taken as a whole, when the Apirvas of the Darea together 
with all its subsidiary Apirvas have been accomplished, then what the 
Apiirvas of all the subsidiazies (of the Daiga-Pirnamisa) do ıs to bing 
all at once to the Principal Sacrifice,a help, in the shape of an Apirva, 
which appertams equally to all the correlated Subsidiaries and Principals, 
and which 1s assumed on the strength of the Injunctive passage implying 
such simultaneity, specially as after the final feeding of the Brahmanas 
in connection with the Derea has been finished, the very same actions are 
not laid down as to be performed over again And then through that the 
various Principal Apirvas also joming together bring about another 
Apūrva, ın the shape of the eapability of bringing about a single joint 
Result,—and thereby become fully accomphshed And this joint Apirva 
continues unmolested till the last 10ta of the final Resnlt has ‘been 
attaimed 

Question “When asa matter of fact the Result 1s found to appear 
“at the proper time, without any impediments, then, 18 it absolutely 
“ necessary to assume an Apirva?” 

Reply  Certaimly , because it has been shown above that without an 
Apūva the fruition of the complete Result 1s not possible. 

Question “How ıs ıt that each subsidiary Apiirva does not, by 
“itgelf, help im the Principal Apirva, and each of the Principal Apirvas 
“ does not, independently by itself, fructify into the final Result ?” 

Reply True, but this does not affect our position , because in the 
case ın question all that Apparent Inconsistency justifies 1s the assump- 
tion of a single Apūrva , and then for the fulfilment of this Apirea, we 
can postulate a number of other Apiivas That is to say, inasmuch as 

65 
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with regard to the main Result all the Principal Actions are mentioned 
simultaneously, and so are also the Subsidiary Actions with regard to the 
Principal ones,—all the necessary requirements of the said relationships 
being fulfilled by the assumption of a single Apérva, we conclude that 
there 1s no authority for assuming any other Apirva. And then ıt 1s that 
finding that ıt 1s umpossible for this Apirva to be brought about, all at 
once, by means of a number of actions that are performed one after the 
other, we come to assume the existence of an Apiiva for each of these 
Actions. And ıt ıs a rule im all cases, that a large number of unseen 
agencies may always be assumed, when all of them are justified by some 
authority , while even the hundredth part of an unseen agency should not 
be assumed, if there ıs no authority for ıt 

Here, some people urge the following objection “Ifthe subsidiary 
“ Apūivas brought forth on the day of the Paurnamds? subsist till the day 
“of the Am@vd:y@, then all the purposes of the person being fulfilled on 
“both occasions, he would not perform the subsidiary sacrifices over 
“again (for the Darga), and in that case he would directly mfringe 
“the Vedic declaration that there are thirteen hbations at the Darga 
“ sacrifice ” 

To this, some people make the following reply There would always 
be a repetition of the subsidiaries , because the Darga and the Paw namdsa 
saciifices, each with all tts accessories, being performed at different times, 
the admixture of these two should necessarily be helped by all the subsi- 
diaries performed twice over Or, we can offer the followmg explana- 
tion The Instrumental case-endmg in the word ‘dargapanwnamasabhyam ” 
distinctly sguifies the fact that ıt ıs only when the Paurnamdsi 18 
equipped with all its subsidiaries that ıt can, with the help of the fully- 
equipped Darga, accomplish 1ts purpose , and consequently, ın accoidance 
with the aforesaid reasoning, we conclude that the three Principal Apirvas 
of the Paurnamas?, aided by its subsidiary Aptirvas, brings forth one 
Apiinva and ends there, while the one Apirva thus brought about, pre- 
ceded by such another Apirva of the Darga, brings forth another final 
Apūiru. Thus then, the subsidiaries performed in connection with the 
Pamnamist having disappeared (after having helped in the brmgmg 
about of the Apra proper of the Pau: namāsī), there can be no reason for 
neglecting the performance of those subsidiaries in connection with the 
Darga And thus there 1s nothing objectionable in the said repetition 

The same course of reasoning might be adopted m meeting the objec- 
tions with regard to the impossibility of the Apirva bemg either pro- 
duced or manifested Ithas also been declared that “ Justas ma frequent 
repetition of the Veda, the impression made upon the mind 1s always 
gradual, being as it is, im the form of the various parts of the sentences, 
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{one by one), so also would be the case with the appearance of the 
Apitiva” Nor ısıt an absolute vule that there can be no parts of an 
immaterial object Because the aforesaid Apparent Inconsistency would 
also justify the conclusion that the ımmatenal Apérva is cogmsed in the 
form of extremely minute parts. Even though, the production of an 
absolute non-entity bemg impossible, the Apirva be held to have an 
eternal existence and only to be manifested (by the sacnfice),—yet 
inasmuch as it 1s held to be brought about by sacrifices, distinctly for each 
person, we must accept its manifestation to be in the form of turning the 
person towaids the accomplishment of the Result,—such manifestation 
being entirely different from any tunctioning of words, &c And asa 
matter of fact the mamfestation of things 1s not always ın one and the 
same torm , consequently the manifestation of the Apū va would be in the 
shape of its being brought out of the soul wherein 1t has all along been 
lying latent. Or, ıt may be that by 163 very nature, the Soul of man 
13 eve: capable ot obtaining all things, and such acquisition being baried 
by certain impediments, it 1s these latter that are removed by means of 
Saciifices (and ın this removal of the obstacle hes the manifestation of the 
A pit va} 

Thus then, we conclude that the Apū: va does exist , and the Sütra tou 
cannot be taken m any othe: sense, that would be of any use in the 
present context, and hence we take the meaning of the Sätra to be that 
the Ingunction of the Action 1s the Injunction (authority) of the Apurva 


[Says the Bhashya—Tf ut be urged that ‘on the authority of the men- 
tion of the Result we could hold that the Action (sacrifice) wself has not been 
entirely destroyed ’™] The view here tentatively brought foward emanates 
from one who finds the assumption of the Apirra to be utterly groundless, 
and heuce prefers the comparatively reasonable theory of the non-destrac- 
tion of the Action 

I. [In reply to this theory, the Bhashya says—we do not perceive any 
shape of the Action, and agamst this it 13 urged that) “ This assertion 
“is nob quite correct, because Action has been distinetly mentioned as 
‘perceptible by the Senses, under Sūtra _‘ Rupagabddvibhagaeca [| ? |.” 

II “ Agam [the Bhashya has said—That which carries tts substrate to 
another place ts known as an Action , and against this it 1s urged that] 
“ the subject-matter of the discourse 18 Sacrifice, which 1s not of the 
“nature ot Motwn, and yet the Bhashya cites a defimtion that apphes 
“only to such actions as are of the natuie of Motion ; and this cannot but 
“ þe rejected as irrelevant,” 

To the above, we make the following replies - 

I What m meant by the assertion that ne shape of Action 1s 
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perceived is that we are not cognisant of any such form of Actions as would 
enable them to function at a future time, aud as for the 1mpe:manent 
forms of Actions that are perceived, these can be of no use 1n the bringing 
about of the final Result That isto say, though a shape of the Action 18 
perceived, yet, masmuch as this does not continue for any length of 
time, ıt can be of no use ın the bringing about of the Result, and as such 
it 18 as good as “not perceived” and 1s spoken of as such 

II Though the subject treated of ıs the Sacrifice, yet the Bhashya 
has cited an instance of an Action of the nature of Motion, because, even 
in the-Sacrifice, we have such actions in the shape of the throwing of the 
materials (into the fire). That ıs to say, the mere determination to offer, 
on the part of the Agent does not accomplish the Result, because the 
Result is laid down as following from the Action takeu as a complete 
whole, as made up of all its accessories and appurtenances ot procedure , 
and, as a matter of tact, we find that in the body of the Sactifices, there 
are such actions as the cutting up of the Cake, the throwing into the fire 
of the Maternal, the holding and collecting of the vaiious utensils, & , 
and iasmuch as all these actions consist of Conjunctions and Dusjunc- 
tions, 1£ they have to last for any length of time, they must have substrates 
of their own And ıt ıs such a substrate that we do not find, nor is any 
manifested outward shape perceived As for the actions of Determina- 
tion also, inasmuch as one Determination is always shrouded over by 
another Dete:mination, even this cannot have any lasting existence 

As foi this continuance too, this could be only either as imhering (A) 
in the Soul, or (B) in the materials offered, 

[A]. As for the Soul, no motion can inhere in it, because being 
omnipresent, there 1s no place from which ıt would be away, or to which 
it would go, and hence1t can have no motion As for the question—how 
can the Soul be omnipresent ?—tne only reply 1s that ıt 18 so, because we 
perceive 118 functioning everywhere That is to say, the notion of ‘I’ 
(which 1s all the notion that we have of the Soul) always points to the 
mere existence of the Sonl, which is of the nature of pure Consciousness , 
and does not in any way qualify it with any specifications of Time or 
Place Consequently, that the existence whereof 1s nob specified by 
time and place, being held to be eternal and omnipresent,—the Soul can- 
not but be accepted as omnipresent Thus then we find that the expres- 
sion ‘the perception of its functioning everywhere’ only points to this 
unspecified idea of ‘I’ Or ıt may be taken as refeirmg to the experi- 
encing of Pleasure, Pain, &c , because wherever the Soul goes, 1b 18 never 
without an experience of these And we have already shown under the 
section on ‘ Atma’ (ın the Tar kap&du—Clokavarteka) that these experiences 
do not belong to the Bédy Hence if the Son] were not omnipresent, then 
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there would be an experiencing of pleasure, &c., only ın sueh cases 
wliere the Body would be ın contact with a Place occupied by the Soul 

The upholder of the theory that the Soul ıs wholly encased within 
the Body, urges the following “The perception of tts functioning every- 
“where 1s a sure sign of the Soul having come from one place to another; and 
“as such firstly, the 1eason that you bring forwaid in support of its 
“ominpresence proves to be contrary to your conclusion Thatis to say, 
“if the functionmg of the Soul were actually perceived at all places, at 
“one and the same time, then alone could such perception point to its 
“omnipresence , as a matter of fact, however, the said functioning 1s 
“ perceived in different places one after the other, and as such the nature 
“ of the Soul comes to be similan to that of the Body That ıs to say, if 
“ we could eve: perceive a functioning of the Soul, apart from the Body,— 
** or 1f we could find the pleasure, &c., of one Soul appearing in another 
“ body,—then alone could we accept the Soul to be omnipresent As itis 
“ however, the functioning of the Soul is found only in that Body which 
“ıt occupies, and as such wherever this Body goes, there, one after the 
“oher, we come across the said experiences, and hence these function- 
“ings of the Soul togethe: with the Body becomes (in its extension) 
*“ exactly like those of the Body itself Otherwise the Body would also 
“be held to be ommipresent, Thus then movement from one place to 
“another, being found in the soul also, it comes to be as active and 
“mobile as the Body itself Secondly, the argument brought forward 
“may be discarded as leading to an uncertainty inasmuch as it can 
“ prove two contradictory conclusions For instance, ıt has been declared 
‘that the Soul ıs mixed up with the Body, because it is always in contact 
“with 16; and because, vt 7s only n such and such places that the function 
4 of the Soul 1s percewed ” 

It ıs ın reply to these objections thaf the Bhashya has said There 
as nothing incongruous in denying such mobility of the Soul. 

In the aforesaid objectson-passage, some people read ‘na tu tadéva, 
&&c,” and in that case, we can take this passage as denying the argu- 
ment that could be brought forwaid by the opponent,—namely, that the 
perception of 1ts functioning evei ywhere would pomt to the Soul’s moving 
from one place to the other, and then the next sentence gives the grounds 
for this denial 

Objection “ How can the fact of there being nothing mcogruons in 
‘denying the movement of the Soul be any 1eply to the above arguments ? 
‘ Because the mere absence of incongrmty cannot establish any theory ; 
“ specially as such absence of incongruity is equally applicable to the con- 
“trary theory ; as it ıs equally open to the opponent to say that there s 
< nothing incongruous in admitting of the motion of the Soul” 
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To this, we make the following reply The absence of incongruity 
being found to be appheable to both theories, the assertion of the 
Bhbashya, that “there 1s nothing incongoious, &c,” clearly shows that it 
means that there 1s an incongiuity in the contrary theory Thats to say, 
the sense of the reply ıs that 1f we deny the motion of the Soul, there 
18 nothing incongruous, while if we accept its motion, there are many 
incongruities 


We proceed to show these incongruities (1) The Soul being itself 
immaterial, ıt can never be mixed up with material elements, and 
heing untouched by these elements, ıt cannot be taken froin one place 
to anothe: That 1s to say, even ın the case of extremely subtile 
paticles of matter,—such as the light emanating from the Sun o the 
Moon,—we find that they are not mixed up with grosser materials, 
like lumps of Hath, &c, or are cariied about along with these , how then 
can such mixture o1 movement be postulated with regard to the Soul, 
which 13 1n its very nature purely immatetial, or a mere series of 
Ideas (as held by the Bauddha) ? Though the Jarna declares that “ the 
Souls in the state of bondage being never found apart from the Body, 
they can be held to be material,’ —yet such an assertion would mvolve 
a vicious circle,—namely that the fact of the Soul being material would 
depend upon the fact of its being mixed up with the Bodv, while this 
latter fact would depend upon the material nature of the Soul Con- 
sequently, drawing ou: conclnsion from the case of the liberated Souls, we 
can declare that in its very nature the Soul is immaterial, and as such ıt 
can have no materiality, based upon the fact of its contact with a 
material body Thus then, the Soul bemg something different from the 
Body, and not in material contact with 1t,—it cannot, on account of this 
absence of contact, be carried along with ıt, and hence when the Body 
would be moving from one place to another, the Soul (af an entity lhmited 
in space) would be left behind, exactly lıke the portion of space vacated by 
the moving Body, specially as the Soul cannot be wafted along either by 
Air or by Earth, &c, and as such it is absolutely incapable of being 
carried about, either by itself or by anything else As for such objects 
as Flame and the like, inasmuch as these are tangible, they are capable of 
bemg carried about by air-currents, or along with hghted torches, &c, 
and as such these can move from place to place On the other hand, 1f the 
Body were to move about by itself, ıt would be mammate, when, however, 
the Sonl 1s omnipresent, wherever the Body goes, ıt is always endowed 
with the Sonl, and hence ıt is only mght that the Body should always be 
followed by intelligence. Exactly as, when one pomt of space has been 
vacated by the Body, another point of space 1s at once afforded to ıt, and 
this is possible, only on account of the omnipresent character of space. 
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(2) And further, ın case the Soul be denied to be omnipresent, while 
occupying the Body, the Soul could be eithe: extremely small as an atom, 
or of the size of the Body, but none of these 18 possible. And we have 
already shown (in the Tarkapida—Clokavarika) that the Soul 1s not a mere 
serves of Ideas And the Soul being eternal, and located within the Body,—~ 
1f 16 were extremely small, then 1t could not extend over the whole Body, 
and in that case, 16 would be absolutely impossible for us to have any 
experiences of pleasure or pain, throughout the Body. That is to say, if 
the Soul 1s extremely small, then 1t would be possible to have experiences 
of pleasure and pain of only that part of the Body, where the Soul would be 
located, and hence it would not be possible, at one and the same tıme, to 
have an experience of pain m the head and in the foot. If ıt be urged 
that, “ bemg extremely mobile, the Soul would swiftly move from one part 
of the Body to the other, and would thereby make such varied experiences 
possible,”—then, all that we can say is that there are no grounds for 
beheving ım such mobility of the Soul, specially as we are not cognisant 
of any difference ın the point of time of the pam m the head and that in the 
foot, and further, 1f the Soul would be constantly moving, there would be 
no pomt of time at which we could afford to have any sensation, and 
hence there would be no sensation m any part of the Body. Consequently 
we cannot but reject the offered explanation And again, the various limbs 
of the Body are strengthened, and do not wither away, simply because of 
their being pervaded ove: by the Soul, because at death we find that they 
wither away quickly. Hence, if the Soul were something very small, 
that point of the Body, wherefrom 16 would be absent, would be hable 
toinstant decay 

On the other hand, if the Soul were to be assumed to be of the exact 
size of the Body, as held by the Jaina, then too 16 would be necessary 
to make many gratuitous assumptions 

For instance, we would have to make the following assumptions ~ 
(1) that the Soul has many parts, (2) that these parts are innumerable, 
(3) that without any other agency, there 1s a conglomeration of these parts , 
(4) that even though partite, the Soul 1s eternal, (5) that the Soul 1s 
capable of the very extremes of expansion and contraction, (6) thatthe 
Soul has a motion from one body to another, on death, (7) that thereis a 
point of time mtervening between its departure from one body and the 
occupation of another, and (8) that there is some cause for such motion 
of the Soul. “ 

All the above assumptions—the existence of the Soul's parts, &c.— 
ate such as are not at all amenable to Sense-perception, &c , and as such 
they could at bestbe only the creations of one’s imagination, &.; and as such 
they should be rejected, in the same mauner as we have rejected (under 
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the chapter on Words) the assumption of parts of words. Then again, 
when the Soul ıs only as large as the Body, we can never assume its 
parts to be mnumerable or endless, and m the absence of any fluidity in 
these parts, it 1s not possible fo. them to conglomerate together ın onè 
compact whole; and unless they conglomerate thus, they can have no power 
of bringing into existence a single living being And further (even 
if such conglomerations were possible), all Conjunction always endmg m 
Disjunction, the living Soul would be, exactly like a jar, amenable to occa- 
sional destruction And when one part of the part has been cut off, there 
is no ground for assuming that the particles of the Soul, that were con- 
tamed in that hmb, escape from ıt when severed from the Body, and spread 
themselves over the 1est of the Body. And as for the temporary mobihty 
perceived in the severed limb, this is due to the momentum imparted 
by the severing stroke to the air enclosed within 1t, and not to the presence 
in ıt of any Soul-particles Because in that case, there could be no 
ground for believing ın any expansion or contraction of these particles 

As for the ight emanating from the lamp, 1ts expansion or contraction 
is held to be possible, because we actually perceive such contraction and 
expansion Though in realty, there 1s no contraction of thelght of the 
lamp, because even when the lamp is covered up by an opaque vessel, 
all the lhght outside the cover is destroyed, because the flame ıs cap- 
able of emitting a cuele of light round itself, only when ıt 1s uncovered, 
and not when it is covered up The same arguments hold respecting 
the expansion of such lights, the fact being that the apparent expansion 
of hght ıs due to the appearance of new particles of light, added to one 
another, and not to the expansion of the former particles themselves It 
is only ın the case of such things as are tangible (and solid) that one 
cannot take the place occupied by another, and hence, when a number 
of such things appear, they form a gradually expanding series, which gives 
an idea of expansion, The particles of Soul however are immatenal, and 
as such there being nothing impossible ın all of them occupymg the same 
point in space, they would ever remain ın the condition of an atom (how- 
soever much their number might increase). How too, 1s 1t possible for 
the particles of the same Soul to expand or contract within the limits of 
the Body of an elephant or an insect (which the Soul inhabits durıng 
different lives on the Earth)? And further, this theory would necessitate. 
many such groundless assumptions—as that at death the Soul-particles 
move into an intermediate body,—that such an intervening body exista, 
that though existing this body ıs not perceived, on account of certain 
obstacles (in the way of such perception)—and that this mtervening body, 
throws the Soul into the next body born into the world (after some time). 

For these reasons we must accept the Soul to be omnipresent. 
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As for the declaration ın the Upanishads that the Sout ıs of the size 
ofa grain of corn, &c , &c.,—1t is only meant to show the extreme subtility 
of the Soul, which has been elsewhere declared to be omnipresent, As 
for the assertion ın the Mah@bhihata (Vana-parva Adh 296—167638) that 
“ Yama extracted the thumb-sized man from the body,” —thisis only a flight 
of poetry, meant to show up the clear practices of the Death-god, forming, 
as ıb does, a part of the eulogy bestowed upon the woman wholly devoted 
to her husband, and this passage is to be taken as an Arthavdda, exactly 
lıke that which speaks of Prajapati having cut out his own fat And we 
actually find the same Vyasa speaking, m many places ın the Bhagavadgité, 
of the omnipresent character of the Soul 

Objection - “If the Soul be omnipresent, a single Soul would belong 
to all bodies ” 

Reply Jt 1s not so, because we actually find the bodies to be many, 
and each body to be endowed with distinct experiences of 1ts own If it 
were not so, all purposes of the world being fulfilled by a single body, 
there would be no use of a number of bodies Nor can ıt urged that for 
the same Soul, the existence of many bodies could be held to be as useful, 
as different bodies during different lives, becavse in this latter case, 
another body is brought into existence for the sole purpose of enabling 
the Soul to experience the particular pleasure, pain, &c, consequent 
upon his deeds ın the previous life, while if a single Soul occupied all the 
bodies in the world, at one and the same time, each individual being 
would be experiencing the pleasure, &c., of all the bemgs in the world; 
and, as the one Soul would always carry on the functions of seeing, &c., 
by means of the organs present in any one body, there would be no likeli- 
hood of any persons being blind or deaf, &c., nor could there be any 
difference ın the actions laid down in the Veda, for men of different castes, 
because the same Soal mbabiting all bodies, the same person woul: be- 
long to all castes 

None of these absurdities appear, if Souls are held to be many, and 
even though all these Souls are omnipresent, there would be nothing 
incongruous ın their simultaneous existence, masmuch as being 1mma- 
terial, none of them would stand in the way of another And ıt 1s on 
account of this indivisibility of souls, and also on account of all Souls be:mg 
of the nature of pure Consciousness, that the Upanishads speak of all 
Souls as one. 

Question ‘How 1 1t that, the Souls being many (and omnipresent), 
“and all of them being related to all bodies, the pleasure or pain of one 
“being is not experienced by another P” 

To this question, some people make the following reply Even when 
the Souls held to be nothing more than the Body, just as the pleasure, de, 
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of[the Soul encased in the body of the child in the womb are not expe- 
rienced by the mother,—so, the same would be the case with the case in 
question. That is to say, even one who holds the Soul to be of the same 
sıze as the Body, would be open to the above objection, masmuch as 
the Soul of the mother mhabits the same body that ıs also mhabited by 
the Soul of the child in her womb, the pleasure, &c , of the child would be 
experienced by the mother. And the explanation that would be brought 
forward ın this case would also apply to the case in question 

The above reply might hold good, if some reasons were brought for- 
ward; as it is, however,the mere fact of the amenability of the contrary 
theory to the same objection, cannot be counted as a reason in support 
of one’s own theory ; because a third paity could effectively bring forward 
the said objection against both of these theorists. And further, the Soul 
being a modincation of the organ of touch, and the position of the Soul in 
the space within the Body not being accepted as that of something apart 
from it, there ıs no contact of the Soul of the mother with the child’s 
body, and as such the said objection would not apply im this case 

For these reasons, the above question should be answered in the 
following manner The absurdity urged in the question would apply to 
our theory, only if mere spatial contact were held to be the sole ground 
of the experiencing of pleasure, &c; as a matter of fact, however, we have 
an experience of only such pleasures, &c , as are capable of being experienced ; 
and as such there 1s no room for the said absurdity That is to say, if, 
in the Soul’s experiencing of pleasure, &c., the sole cause were held to be the 
mere co-existence in space, then we would be open to the said objection; 
as a matter of fact, however, as in the case of the eye, &c, so 1 the case 
In question also, the cause of experience is held to he ın the capability of 
the Soul. Consequently just as eventhough the colour of an object 18 existent 
in space with its touch, yet ıt is not perceived by the sense of Touch,—so 
im the case im question also, one Soul does not experience the pleasure and 
pain brought about by the Dharma or Adha:ma of another Soul Thus 
then, the relationship between the experiencer and the experienced being 
that of ownership,—as explained under the chapter on Atma—our theory 
18 not open to the said objection. 

Thus then, the Soul being omnipresent, ıt must be admitted that it 
can have no mobility (and as such the Actions cannot inheie 1n 1t) 


LB] Nor could the Action imhere in the materials (such as the pieces 
of the Cake)—because, says the Bhashya, such materials are always destroy- 
ed. Nor can this destruction be denied , because we actually find that 
the cake that has been offered into the fire has become transformed into 
ashes. Nor can it be urged that at that tıme there are certain obstacles 
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in the perception of the materials, ın their own forms, for the simple 
reason that there aie no such obstacles. Even if such obstacles were 
assumed on account of the apparent inconsistency of the non-percep- 
tion,—then too, we would have to assume many more groundless and 
absurd imperceptible things than the single Apurva. For imstance, we 
would have to assume—(1) the contmuation of the material in its un- 
destroyed form, (2) that 16 ıs not perceived (even though existing), (3) 
the existence of obstacles to such perception, (4) that there are obstacles 
to the perception of the obstacles, and so on and on ad infimtum, (5) the 
continuation of the action which ıs momentary , and (6) the reason for 
the non-perception of this action And certainly an assumption of the 
Apt va would be a very much simpler process than this. 


These would be the arguments against the assumption of the continua- 
tion of the Action, independent of any substrate. 

If however it be held that the action 1s contained in the Soul itself, 
bringing about certain definite conjunctions and disjunctions,—this also 
would involve the contradiction of a directly perceptible fact, and the as- 
sumption of one not perceptible. 

And hence we conclude that 1t is byfar the most reasonable process 
to assume the agency of the Apirva 


The purpose served by the main Adhikarana may be thus summed up 

(1) If the Result were directly connected with the material, &c., the 
mention of the particular materials too would, like the Action itself, have 
transcendental :esults; which would make it absolutely impossible for any 
other material bemg substituted for the principal material (in case some- 
thing happened to ıt ın course of the action). In case, however, the 
Result is directly related to the Action, the use of the material is a visible 
one, lying ın the mere accomplishment of the Acton; and as such its 
place could very well be taken by a substitute, which is known to be 
capable of serving the same visible purpose Thus then, if the principal 
material of the sacrifice becomes spoilt, the following would be what our 
opponent will have to do, in order to save himself from the sin proceeding 
from the non-completion of a sacrifice that has been begun He will have 
to finish the action by any material that he could obtain, and ıt would 
not be necessary for him to try to obtain a material similar to the original 
material, because (1n the case of a transcendental result) the result would 
not follow even from a similar material (as 1t would also be other than the 
one which is laid down as leading to the particular result), and as for 
the Action, all other materials (similar or dissimilar to the orginal) being 
equally unpreseribed, 1¢ would be equally completed by means of all 
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these materials Nor can these materials be spoken of as substitutes of the 
orginal material, because they are not similar to ıt, and because they 
serve an entirely different purpose, because the original material was 
being employed towards the fulfilment of a particular transcendental 
result, while the material now taken up is used either with a view to ward 
off the sin accrumg from the non-completion of the sacrifice, or to 
complete an action which is being performed fo: the sake of a minor 
result 

(2) Another use of this Adhikarana lies in connection with the ascer- 
taming of the Names of Sacrifices, and we have already explained this 
under ‘ Na@madhéya’ (Adh I, Pada IV) 


ne ett tt Mt Nanay git, stl erat ay, ot Nanay agate 


ADHIKARANA (3) 


[Division of Actions mio Primary and Subsidrary | 


Sutra (6) Actions are of two kinds—the Primary and the 
Subsidiary. 


It would seem from the above that there is always an Apūiva in 
connection with each distinct Verb, consequently the Author now proceeds 
to differentiate the Subsidiary from the Piimazry Actions (which latter 
alone aie followed by an Apiva), 

But on this point we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ All verbs having the common characte: of a verb, masmuch as the 
“potency of the objective, proceeding fiom the object to be accomplished, 
“is always brought about by fully accomplished objects, the actions de- 
“noted by all verbs are equally Piimaiy Thats to say, so long as a 
‘definite purpose can be assumed, it 1s only right that every action, bemg 
“expressed by a verb, should be accepted as serving a distinctly useful 
“ purpose, and as such, being Piimary, and the means of bringing about 
“an Aptiva Consequently, like the verb ‘ yajats’ (offers a saciifice), the 
“meaning of the verbs (avahantz), aud the like also have so many distinctly 
“ useful purposes served by the Coon, &e ‘Vhatis to say, just as the sacrafic- 
“ng 18 accomplished by the materials offered, so 1s the threshing accom- 
‘plished by the corn that ıs threshed And as such the threshing must 
“bring about an Apirva ” 

To the above, we make the following 1eply — 


SIDDHANTA 


In the matte: of the relationship subsisting between the Noun and 
the Verb, that action alone of which we do not perceive auy distmet put pose, 
can be accepted as leading to a tianscendental result, which cannot bein 
the case of any other action, and such a supposition would be absolutely 
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groundless. Thats to say, in all cases where a certain Action 1s related 
to acertain material, masmuch as no Action can be accomplished without 
a certain material, the Material, being in the first instance found to bring 
about the Action, 1s at once taken as serving the distinctly visible purpose 
of accomplishing the Action Subsequently, however, ın certain cases, 
the Action turns upon itself, and ımpaıts an aid to the material itself (ag 
in the case of Threshing which serves to purify the corn), while m 
other cases, the Action rests within itself, its sole purpose lying m its 
own fulfilment (as in the case of sacrificing). And in this latter case, 
there naturally arises in usa desire to know what the use of the Action 
would be, and as no visible purpose ıs found to be served, we can always 
assume a transcendental one (in the shape of the Apiirva) In that case, how- 
ever, where the Action is found to have 1ts sole purpose in the fulfilment 
of a visible purpose—such as the preparation of Rice for imstance,—we 
can have no business to assume any transcendental purpose, and the 
Injunction of the Action having been justified by a visible purpose, the 
Action 1s not recognised as bringing about any transcendental result. 


ADHIKARANA (4) 
[The Definition of Primary Action. | 


Sutra (7): Those that do not seek to make a material, are 
Primary Actions; because the material is a secondary factor. 


Those actions which do not seek to make up, or prepare, a material 
either ın its materal from, or in that of a certain property of 1t,—such 
actions, for instance, as the Prayajas—these being the principal factors, 
with regard to their appurtenances,—they serve the purpose of bringing 
about transcendental results 


ADHIKARANA (5) 


[The Definition of Subsidiary Actions 1 


Sutra (8) Those that are meantto make a material are re- 
cognised as Subsidiary ; because with regard to these, the material 
is the dominant factor 


Those Actions, however, that either produce a material, eg, the Fire 
by the Laying, or accomplish or prepare wt,eg, the preparing of the Priest 
by appointment, or purify it, e g , the purifying of the coin by the threshing, 
or the preparing of the 11ce by grzndung—are all Subsidiary ones, because 
they are always subservient to the preparation of the material, 

Objection: “ When, as a matter of fact, we find that, whether the 
“ Action be one that leads to transcendental results, or one that brings 
“ about only visible ones, 161s performed equally well, what ıs the use of 
“ differentiating them into the Piimary and the Subsidiary ? ” 

Reply Without the aforesaid differentiation, we would have the 
following anomalies In accordance with the theory of the Pirvapaksha 
(of Adhi 4), even where the material to be offered ıs the rice of the 
Priyangu, the threshing, which would be necessary for the preparation of 
the Priyangu, would come to be apphed to the Vithke corn, because 
according to that theory the threshing also 1s a Primary Action, and as such 
the material mentioned along with ıt (viz the Vrīhi) could not set aside 
the Subsidiary material , juat as ın the case of the Buiter ın connection with 
the Prayajas , and consequently the threshing could not be removed from 
the Viihi Whereas in accoidance with the S:ddhadnta, the Subsidiary 
materials would be set aside, because the material that ıs of use in the 
Primary Action, 1s affected by the preparatory actions also, and hence the 
Priyavgu corn to be used at the sacrifice, would certamly have to undergo 
all the processess of thieshing, washing, &c 

Olyectton “Even in accordance with the Purvapaksha theory, 1f the 
“primary threshing were applied to the Vrihz, ıt would serve no useful 


“ purpose in connection with the main sacrifice ın hand, and hence in a 
“ coase where the material to be offered is the Priyatgu 11ce, the threshing 
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“could not be applied to the Vriha corn, which is not taken up by the 
“ Principal Action ” 

Reply It ıs not so, because according to the Purvapaksha, the 
relationship of the Vrihi, as mentioned ın the Se.iptural Injunction, with 
the Sacrifice and the Threshing, ıs equal, nor do we find, in the Vrihz, 
any such mark of uselessness, as is found in the case of the Vajina 
That is to say, we have two equally authoritative Injunctions—(1) “One 
should offer the Vrzhz corn in sacrifice,” and (2) “ One threshes the Vrihi 
corn,” and wedo not perceive any reason for making any such distinction, 
as that this action (offering) 13 useful, while that other (threshing) 1s 
useless, nor 13 the threshing such an action as can be accomplished in the 
wake of another action, as we find ım the case of the Vayina, which 1s the 
water of the milk left behind afte: the ecurdled masses have been 
removed, nor ıs ıt one whose 1equirements are all fulfilled by an agency 
whose chief function lies elsewhere,—as we find in the case of the 
Padakarma (rites in connection with the seventh footstep of the Cow 
given in exchange for the Soma), where the requirements are all fulfilled by 
the one-year-old Cow given as the price of the Soma, and no new cow has 
to be got, nor has the ¢hresheng the character of a part of a matenal, as we 
find m the case of the Uttarrardha (second half of the Cake), nor lastly, 
has the threshing the character of the action of mdicating any other 
purpose,~—as we find in the case of the covering up of the chaffs by the 
cup in which the Cake is to be cooked, consequently the action of 
threshing cannot but be regarded as useful Nor, according to this 
theory, 1s ıt absolutely necessary that the Vrihx corn should be threshed 
for the purposes of a sacrifice, because the serving of some useful 
purpose ıs equally present in an ordimary action of the word also Nor, 
in the present instance, is there any authority for taking up the origmal 
action, because the Context does not serve to make any such distinction. 
Nor could a differentiation be made on the ground of the fact of that 
person alone being entitled to the threshing who is entitled to the per- 
formance of the Darga-Pirnamasa. because of the reasons propounded 
under Sitra IX—:—19 When the threshing is taken as a purtficatory 
action, then, in that case, no purification being needed for the corns 
employed for ordinary worldly purposes, the original action (of the sacrifice) 
would, with great difficulty, be got at, by means of the Specification, in 
the shape of the capability of bringing about the Apirva. And in case 
the threshing be also accepted as a Primary Action, and as such serving 
the purposes of the sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally), then 
there would be no uselessness attachmg to 1t, even if ıt were performed 
by the ordinary Viiht corn; and as such, on the strength of direct 
Scriptural Injunction, 16 would be equally right to take up any Vrīhi 
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corn Specially because ın that case the Threshing would be a pure 
Dharma, and.as such it would have to be done but once,—exactly like 
the threshing of the Sarvaushadhi (a mixture of certain medicinal herbs, 
&c ),— and not to be continued until the preparation of the Rice, and 
as for the Vrīhs to be employed in the Rice to be offered at the sacrifice, 
these could be done mto rice even by the other processes—such as that of 
tearing the husks, &c. (the prescribed threshing beng an independent 
Dharma by itself, and having nothing to do with the subordinate purpose 
of the preparation of the Rice) And on account of the pecuiliarties of 
the context, the threshing would also come to form part of such sacrifices 
as the Sānnāyya and the Upangu, &c., as also in the various modifications 
of these (because ıt would have only a transcendental effect, and as such 
there would be nothing incongruots in its employment in all these 
actions) 

And ıt ıs with a view to these anomalies that the above distinction 
has to be made. 


ADHIKARANA (6) 


[The character of the Primary does not belong to such actions as the cleaning 
of the Sruva, §c | 


Sutra (9): “In the case of all Dharmas, every Action would 
“ be the Primary, because of the non-fulfilment (of anything visible) 


“__exactly as in the case of the Pryaja.” 


The Bhashya has cited the cleanings of the Sruk, the Paridhs, the 
Agni and the Purodaga,—because each of these ıs differently related to the 
Principal Action The sense of the Adhkarana 15 that even when the 
aid imparted by a substance to the Primary Actions is from a distance,— 
inasmuch as it 1s connected with a certain Action, the Substance cannot 
attain the position of the Primary 

But, on the strength of the aforesaid defimtion of Primary Actions 
(Gan Sitia 7), we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The action that 1s accomplished by the substance itself 1s not found 
“to impart any aid to the Action, and consequently such actions as 
“ Cleaning, &c , cannot but be regarded as Primary Actions.” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sutra (10): But on account of the similarity of declaration, 
they would be similar to others (Subsidiary Actions). 


The differentia of the Subsidiary action is not that ıt should seek to 
make a substance —because it ıs distinctly shown ın Adh III that 
subserviency or subsidiary character does not consist in the imparting 
of acertain aid to the Primary, but in the fact of a certain action vemg 
for the sake of another, and we shall show later on that this latter kind 
of subserviency 18 based upon the authority of Direct Assertion, &c, 
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and 1t does not depend upon the imparting of any perceptible aid (to 
the Primary) 

Question “Why then should the Siéfia have brought forward the 
‘ fact of the action seeking to make a material ? ” 

Reply The actions of threshing, &c, have been cited only with a 
view to show that there 1s no Apérva in the case of those Actions, which 
have been proved to have the character of the Césha (1e, being for the 
sake of othe: Actions) and which are found to seve distinctly visible 
puiposes That ıs to say, m a case where the Subsidiary character 
depends upon the fact of the action seeking to make a substance we 
should not recognise any distinct Api va 

The Pairvapakshi, however, 1uns away with the idea that this 1s the sole 
definition of the Subsidiary Action , and hence not finding it applicable to 
such actions as the said Cleanwg, &c, he has concluded that these are 
Primary Actions 

But the sense of the Siddhdnta 1s that ıt 1s only when the fact of one 
Action being for the sake of anothe: has been ascertained by means of 
Direct Assertion, &c., that we can find it actually se: ving a visible put pose, 
or— ın the absence of any such visible pur pose—we can assume a transcen- 
dental result to follow from ıt Thus then, the fact of the action of 
threshing, &c, bemg subservient to another Action, having been indicated 
by the Accusative case-ending (in “ Vrthin”) by means of 1ts signification 
of the piedominance of the material, denoting, as ıt does, that which 1s 
the most desired (to be accomplished),—the action of threshing 1s 
found to serve a visible purpose, and tiusit has all its requirements 
fulfilled. Though such ıs not the case with the aforesaid Cleamng, &c, 
which, for this very reason, are held to serve transcendental purposes 
yet that does not ın any way deprive them of the character of Césha, or 
subserviency, which has been previously ascertained by means of Direct 
Assertion, &e 


Sutra (11): Objection: “But there 1s an injunction of the 
material’”—if this be urged,— 


The opponent urges “Though, by negative and positive concom- 
“tance, the subservient character (Céshatva) is found to depend upon the 
“ aid imparted,—yet the character of the Accusative case-ending 1s such 
“that ıt can never be concomitant with Piedomimance or Primary 
“ character 

“That is to say, only that is accepted as the proper means of right 
“ notion, which is universal in 1ts apphcation, ın the matter of Predomi- 
“nance, however, the Accusative ending has a doubtful application, 
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“ because ıt ıs found along with even such materials, as are distinctly 
“lad down as subsidiaries—eg, the ending in ‘ Sakidn’ ım the sentence 
“< Saktiin juhötr;' and similarly we find the Predominance of the dyya, 
“even when it 1s not accompained by the Accusative ending—e g , in the 
“sentence ‘praydjagéshéna GQjyéna havinshyabhigharayats’ Consequently 
‘we conclude that in the case of the sentence ‘ Vrihinavahantu,’ though 
“ both characters are possible, yet, we conclude that the material (Vizhz) 
“has the primary character, because of the fact of its imparting a 
“distinct aid, and because of the Accusative ending We find no such 
“ ard, in the case of the actions of Cleaning, d&c , therefore in the case of 
“these also (te ın the sentence ‘Sruvam sammarshts’), the Accusative 
“endmg must be taken as only laymg down the materal (and having 
‘nothing to do with 1ts predominance) ” 


Sutra (12) Then the Reply is. It is not so, because it (the 
Action) ıs for the sake of that (material), just as ın ordinary lıfe ; 
specially as that (Action) 1s subservient 


Let the question of usage icst awhile, because the usage ol words 
being mere usage 13 always sot aside by the more authoutative Sm i 
(Rules of Grammar), because the manner of expressing one’s thoughts 
18 multifarious, while the Rule 19 eve. one and definite 

That 1s to say, if the usage were always of one umform hind, then 
there would be no necessity of collecting and preserving the Qumri Rules 
As it 18, however, usage 15 so confused that it ean hardly be found m 
a definite form, and hence it is that right usage is preserved by means 
of Smrh Rules And these Rules distinctly lay down that the Accusa- 
tive ending denotes predominanti wo Vaide Panin’s Sëöbas Tl—m—~—-2 and 
I—iv—49 , and ıt 18s in accordance with these rules thal we have such 
sentences as ‘ghatam kuroli’? (in ordinary patiance) and  Vithraatahkante’ 
(in the Veda) 

The Bhashya next proceeds to cite such imstances met with in 
ordinary parlance, as appear to be agninst the said 1ulos (1) * Tandulän 
ddanam paca, (2) ‘Valvajin gikhandakiin kurn, (3) ‘ Tandulünädäya 
jguhudht. Tn all these cases 1t seems clear that the accusatives in ‘ fandulaw’ 
and ‘valvajin’ have been used in the place of tho Instrumentals 
‘tandulaith’ and ‘valvayuth’ , and as such in these cases the Accusative 
cannot but have the sense of the Instrumental (which latter always 
indicates subservience) 

We proceed to explain these apparcnt anomalies. In all matters 
relating to cooking, the Rice, &c., have a twofold form (the Primary and 
the Subsidiary) , and itis in consideration of the Primary form that we have 
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the Accusative ending (in ‘tandulan, &c) That ıs to say, when the 
Rice 1s spoken of as the means of accomplishing something else, in the 
shape of the cooked rice, or the straw as that of bringing about something 
else ın tne shape of the bundile,—then alone are these to be used with the 
Instrumental ending, when, however, (1) the Rice 1s spoken of as itself 
being modified into the form of the cooked rice, 1n order to be capable 
of bemg eaten,—(2) or the straw itself being changed into the bundle, 
with a view to keep 1t soft,—or (3) afte. the rice has been found to be 
laid down in the Veda as an accessory ın the Agnzhotra sacrifice, when ıt 
so happens that the wife of the sacrificer has prepared some exceptionally 
fine rice, then, either with a view to show off he: own excellent work, or 
with a view to the special result (strength) that 1s said to follow if the 
Rice ıs offered at the sacrifice, she addressing the saciificer might say, 
t Sır, make an offering of rice to-day ’,—1n all these cases the words come 
to take the Accusative ending And it ıs a well-known fact, that m 
ordinary parlance people always seek to speak of the same thing m many 
ways And it often happens that even that which ıs admittedly the 
suboidinate element 1s often spoken of as the predominant factor, and 
vice versa, at times 1t 18 spoken of as both, and at times as neither the 
one nor the other Nor ıs there any authority for holding that the idea that 
is desned to be conveyed must be accepted as directly expressed by the 
words used Because for the purpose of meeting the wishes of the speaker 
we have at our command such induect means of expression, as Indication 
and the lıke, and hence no abandoning of the original meanings of words 
is justifiable Consequently we conclude that the Accusative really ex- 
presses predominance only 

Question. “ How 1s it then that m the sentence ‘Saktin juhoti,’ 
“ the Accusative 1s found to denote subservience ? ” 

Reply In that case also, the Accusative by itself expresses predomi- 
nance only , but this bemg found to be incompatible with the rest of the 
sentence, we accept 1b to indicate its correlative, subserviency. That is 
to say, by its own natural potency, the accusative always expresses 
the objective, ın the character of the predominant, but this natural 
meaning 1s found, in the sentence m question, to be incompatible with 
something more authottative, and as such it cannot be admitted 
then, findmg that the character of the ‘Karaka’ or case-relation 19 also 
indicated by the Accusative, as ıts invariable concomitant, we accept this 
indicated meaning of the Accusative, as not mcompatible with the reat 
of the sentence , which thus comes to mean that the Saktu has something 
to do with the accomplishment of the Homa But such generic agency not 
being of much use, we naturally seek for a specific function of the Saku; 
and thus come to the conclusion that it must be taken as the Instrument : 
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specially in accordance vith the law that ‘that which is an accomplished 
entity 18 laid down for the sake of that which 1s yet to be accomplished ’— 
as propounded in Sutra VI—1—1 

Question “But m what way do yon find the predominance of the 
s Sakte incompatible with the rest of the sentence ? ” 

Reply Only that substance is held to be an object of purification or 
preparation, which has already been utilised or ıs to be utilised, as for 
the aktu, ıt 18 never gome to he used (after the Homa), nor has 1b ever 
been utilised before Thitis to say, that substance which 1s found to have 
been utilised ın some way, o which 1s to be utilised at some future time, 
1s capable of any process of purification , and as such 1¢ attains a predomi- 
nance with reference to the Action. And when the substance concerned 18 
guch as has never been utilised, not 1s going to be utihsed, any purification 
of that would pe absolutely useless, and hence any injunction of such 
preparation would be wholly purposeless The Saktu im question 1s such 
that ıt ıs never used before the Homa, nor can ıt be used after 16, having 
been turned into ashes, specially as there 13 no Injunction as to any such 
ashes of Soktu being used Under the circumstanee, the only alternatives 
that we have are--(1) that the whole sentence 19 absolately useless, or 
(2) that the Accusative 1s to be taken in 1t3 indirect sense And the 
authority of the Veda having been an established fact, there can be no 
hesitation in accepting the second alternative. It 13 a common fact that 
the direct meaning of a word ıs always set aside as mistaken, whenever 
it 18 faced by such exceptional circumstances (of mcompatibility). And 
the acceptance of the mdirect meaning of a word 18 always due to the 
necessity of avoiding the uselessness of the sentence, otherwise if there 
were no such uselessness, 1t would be always possible to accept the onginal 
direct signification of the word It 1s for these reasons that we accept the 
sentence ın question to be an Injunction of a Homa with the Suklu as the 
necessary material — such an Injunction being in keeping with the Context 
ın which it occurs 

The Bhashya puts the question: “ The Saktu being mentioned in the 
‘‘ context, ıt would naturally follow that ıt ıs of some distinct use in the 
“sacrifice.” And the sense of this is that the Saktu offered in the Homa 
would be distinctly useful, inasmuch as it helps the Jyotishiomy sacrifee, 
in, whose context the said sentence occurs. 

The Siddhant: (ın the Bhashya) makes a dodge, and retorts—' Who 
says it ıs not so?’—his meanmg being that the said usefulness be- 
longs to the Saktu as the material offered in the Homa. In all cases, we 
find that for all substances, there is no other use save the accomplish- 
ment of the Acton connected with the sentence (ım which the name of 
that substance occurs), becanse they have no connection with the procedure 


536 TANIRA-VARTIKA ADH II—PĀDA I—ADHI (6) 


of the action That is to say, the Homa, being of the nature of an 
Action, stands m need of something to be accomplished by xt, and consequently 
along with the principal procedure it 1s taken as forming the process of 
action helping im the said accomplishment This, however, cannot be said 
of the Substance Nor can the Substance alone justify the assumption of 
anything transcendental, because all transcendental results are brought 
about by Actions alone 

Even im a case where a substance itself 1s laid down as leading to a 
particular result; —e ge, 10 the Injunction ‘one should sacrifice with the 
milking vessel fo. one who desnes cattle ™—no Apia would be possible, 
except thiough the agency of some other A Hon, though having a different 
end Under the ci:cumstances, how can any such assertion be made with 
reference to the Saktu, which 15 not found to be enjomed with regard to 
any particular result ° 

Nor 1s there any authority fo. making such an assumption As for 
the Accusative in ‘ SaAtiin,’ this cannot serve as an authority for any such 
assumption , because what the Accusative does ıs to directly express the 
predominance of the Sahlu, and as such it would point to the fact of the 
Homa being for the sake of the Saktu, and not to that of a certan Apiria 
following fiom the Satu Thusthen through the help of the Accusative 
the Homa would be for the sake of the Saf tu 

How could the Homa be pervaded over by the Sahtu? Because it 
could not serye any othe: pnapose,—no such other use being mentioned 
Thus then, ıt 1s only when the Homa has been performed that the Faktu 
becomes 1elated to the Homa, and hence before the purpose has been 
served, the Accusative has had its end, hence even in the case of the 
useless Saktu, the Acensative becomes yushfied, ın consideration of its 
predominance And thus the meanmg of the sentence having been 
accomplished, the Sakfu could not be of any subsequent use, either to the 
Person or to the Sacrifice , and having 1ecognised this fact, we could either 
assume a transcendental result, on the strength of the sentence m question, 
or accept the notion of predominance (as expressed by the Accusative) to 
be a misconception (And hence the only reasonable course left is to take 
the Accusative in its indnect sense of the Instrumental) It 1s ım con- 
sideration of these facts that the Bhashya has said—the sentence cannot 
justify any assumption of the transcendental (Apirva) It 1s far more 
reasonable to eject the notion of predominance (expressed by the 
Accusative), and hence we cannot but accept the indication of the 
Instrumental. It 1s m consideration of this fact that the author of the 
Muhabhashya has declared ‘The Accusative is used in place of the 
Instrumental.’ 


CLEANING OF SRUVA NOT A PRIMARY ACTION 537 


Thus then, we find that there is a diversity between the Homa and 
the aforesaid Cleaning Because the Sakitu having no other purpose to 
serve, 16 ıs taken to be for the sake of the Homa, while such substances 
as the Oake and the like, masmuch as they are subservient to something 
else, are capable of such purificatory actions as their bemg eircled 
round by fire. 

When the true meaning of the scripture has been got at, it 1s only 
when we donot find any visible use, that we assume a transcendental result. 
And even m ordinary life, we find certain purificatory mites bemg kept up 
by usage with the sole purpose of something transcendental , for instance, 
when a man returns from a journey, fire, salt, &c, are moved round his 
head, with a view to the pacifying of all evil influences impending over 
him. Nor can the fact of such rites bringing about something transcen- 
dental be denied, because the performance of these 1s based upon the 
authority of well-established usage 

Thus then, we find that even those that lead to something trans- 
cendental have a subordinate character, because of the uniformity of 
assertion. 

Objection “Such being the case, in all cases the predominance of the 
“substance would depend upon the fact of its serving a useful purpose , 
“and hence it is not ught to say—‘on account of the umformity of 
“assertion? Or else, ıt should be shown how, independently of any 
“useful purposes served, predominance 1s denoted solely by the Accusa- 
“tive or, how the subordinate character is denoted solely by the 
“ Instrumental.” 

Reply - As for an instance of predominance expressed solely by the 
Accusative, we have ıt in the case of the sentence ‘ Aindry& garhapatyamu- 
patishthaté, where the indirect implication of the name ‘ Aindri’ shows 
that the mantra ın question is addressed to Indra, and then on account 
of 1ts beng mentioned along with the ‘ga@rhapatya’ If this ‘ garhapatya * be 
taken only as the means of worshipping Indra, then the Accusative ending 
in 16 would be absolutely ont of place, and hence ıt 1s only on the strength 
of the Accusative ending that we admit the @a&hapatya to be the pre- 
dominant factor ın the sentence Similarly, as for an mstance of the sub- 
servient character being expressed solely by the Instiumental, wt 
have 16 in the case of the sentence—‘ Sakiavakéna prastaram’ where 
though both the Säktaväka and the prastara are equally usefal, yet on 
account of the Instramental ending, the former is taken as subservient to 
the latter 

Thus then, the comparative predominance or subserviency being 
expressed by the case-endings themselves, all that uselessness does 18 tu 
form an exception to the former general rule, and the usefulness or 
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uselessness of any object can never be taken as the sole ground of differen- 
tiating the said predominance or subservience. 


The purposes of the present Adhzkarana that are enumerated in the 
Bhashya are not quite acceptible (an the way therem put forward) for 
the following reasons — 

(1) In the sentence ‘ Gamimayyah scrucah’ the fact of being made of 
Cami wood has been laid down with reference to all Sruks But according 
to the Parvapaksha, as also according to the Siddhanta, that qualification 
ıs recognised as applying to the Primary as also to the subsidiary sacri- 
fices. As for the Priyatgu corn, the original Injunction distinctly lays ıt 
down as for the sole purpose of the Primary saciifice , and as such it 18 
only proper that 1b is not employed in the subsidiaries As for the qualifi- 
cation of beng made up of Cami wood, on the other hand, it has been laid 
down simply with reference to the Sruk, and hence im accordance with 
the rule laid down in Sé#tra [iI—vu—2, on account of the superior 
authority of Syntactical Connection, the said qualification 1s recognised 
as applying both to the Primary and the Subsidiary, and not to the Primary 
alone, as shown by the Context (which 1s amuch weaker authority) Nor 
do we find any qualfyimg clause, which would point out the Sruk as the 
one that ıs employed ın the Primary Sacrifice, and even if there were 
such a clause, as ıt would only be a qualifying adjunct of the subject of 
the sentence, no significance could be attached to ıt Therefore in ac- 
cordance with the Pérvapaksha also, ıt ıs clear that the Sruk of Çami wood 
appertains to all Primary Sacrifices, as also to all the Oleaning, c&e., that 
help the Sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally); and as such there 
would be no chance of there bemg any cleamng of the Sruk made 
up of many woods It might be urged that—‘im accordance with 
Sūtra I1l—vin—35, all the peculiar features of the Subsidiary sacrifices 
bemg subservient to the Piumary Sacrifice, the Sruk of Gami, ın the case 
ın question, cannot be said to be for the sake of both the Primary and 
the Subsidiary.’ But this 1s scarcely correct, because m a case where 
we recognise the relationship of an object with the P:imary, as mentioned 
by a Sentence, there alone could such an assertion be possible; as a 
matter fact, however, no such thing ıs recognised ın the case in question, 
For instance, ın the case of the sentence ‘ yajnaitharvanam var kamya 
whtayah, tã wpangu kartavyāh, we find the qualification ‘ upangu’ con- 
nected only with the Primary Sacrifices mentioned by the word ‘ka@myah,’ 
and as such ıt cannot be taken as enjoined with reference to the subsi- 
diary, as we shall explam later on , but in the case ın question, we have 
no such distinct relationship with the Primary, and this makes all the 
difference. 
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Olyeciton: “Tt may be that the fact of the Sruk being of Camé is for 
“use in the Primary, though it is enjomed by rmplication, also in the 
“ subsidiary sacrifices not yet fully mentioned.” 

Reply > This cannot be, because we shall show (in the chapter on 
Atidéga) that the subsidiaries renouncing that which 1s enjoined ın close 
proximity to themselves, become connected with ther Primaries, because 
they stand in need of such aids as have been fully accomplished (along 
with the Primaries) That ıs to say, an Injunction of many things 
(by a single sentence) being unallowable, m the sentence in question, the 
Sruk must be taken as simply mentioned with reference to the fact of the 
Sruk bemg of Cami wood (which alone is enjoined) Consequently, even 
though the Sruk might be enjoined in connection with the subsidiaries, 
yet such an Injunction would stand ın need of the fact of the employment of 
the Sruk of Cami at the Subsidiaries being got at by Implication (from its 
employment at the Primaries) And the time that ıs taken in this latter 
implication of the Sruk of the Primary is exactly the same that is taken 
by the direct Injunction of the Sruk of the subsidiaries , and as such there 
is no difference between the two processes 

And further, if the fact of the Sruk being made of Cami wood apphed 
to the Primaries alone, then even in the Varunapraghasa sacrifice, which 18 
a subsidiary, we would have the employment of the Sruk used at the 
Primary sacrifices of the Prayãja, &c. And the means by which we could 
avoid these Praydja Sruks are the same by which the Gruks for cleaning 
are avoided Bat this is not quite desirable; as there is no reason for 
such avoidance Even though there may be some cause for the relation- 
ship of a certain Primary, yet, ın accordance with the Rule laid down in 
connection with the ‘ Saumikavédidakshind,’ the element ~equired would 
be got at indirectly (by concomitance itself), and as such no colleoting 
of the Primary Class would be proper. 

(2) Then again, the shape of the Paridhz vessel is pointed out by the 
use to which it ıs put, and hence there could be no cleaning of that Paridhi 
which would not serve that purpose. That ıs to say, Paridht is the name 
of that substance which is used in the keeping intact of the fire, just as 
Juha’ is the name of an implement used in the Homa. Then, in accordance 
with the S#fra IV—i—26, we could speak of the Oleaning being useless. 
And then, on having heard of the Paridh: being made of the Banavai, xf 
we were to clean the Palāça wood before it has been made into the Pardhz, 
we would only be cleaning that which 1s not Paridhi. If the Paidga be 
made into the Paridhs (before being cleaned), then the keeping of the Fire 
having been done, ıt could not serve any useful purpose in the Primary 
Sacrifice Nor do we ever find a mixture of two things that serve the 
same purpose (the Palaga and the Bagavat in the present case). Therefore 
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there would be no need for makmg another Paridhi 

(3) As for the Avabhrtha, masmuch as this ıs a new action, it ends 
wholly in what is duectly mentioned in the Veda, and as the whole of 
this action, together with all its accessories, 1s laid down as to be performed 
in water, what could be that Oleanıng, in which we would have to make 
use of Fire, and hence have to burn ıt ? 

Thus then, none of the above three can be accepted as the uses of the 
present Adhikarana 

There ıs only one example which has been rightly cited In the case 
of the sentence ‘ mansantu savaniyanaim’ ın accordance with the Siddhania, 
the character of beng made up of tGrasa (meat), not being related to all 
Cakes, and thus being ‘asavaniya,’ ıt would not be connected with that 
Oake which has been purified by bemg carried round the fire And the 
word ‘ Savaniya’ is never used with reference to the subsidiary of the 
“Savaniya,’ because ıt deals with that alone which ıs elated to the 
Savaniya As for the subsidiary of the Savaniya, inasmuch as this serves 
no useful purpose ın the Savana, ıt ıs impossible to have any cake ın ıt 
made up of the Viki corn, specially as the sentence ‘ Vrihibiryajéta’ 
distinctly shows that the Vrihi corn ıs to be employed ın the Cake used at 
the Primary Sacrifice And thus, ıb 1s not quite certain which is the 
material of which that Cake is to be made, which 1s purified by being 
takem round the Fire And herein hes the use of the present Adhikarana 

But even this 1s not quite correct Because in that case in accordance 
with the maxim of the ‘ Kansabhoji’ the conditions of the scriptural 
Injunction (that ‘ the Cake is circled round the fire’) would be fulfilled by 
the cicling of the Meat-Cake, and consequently there would always be a 
likelihood of the performance of an Action like what is described in the 
Siddhanta. 

Thus then, the corn-cake having been taken up, ın some way ot other, 
for the Primary Sacrifice, it must be held that the circling round fire 1s 
a means of accomplishing that Cake, especially as such 18 the inclimation 
of the scripture. But even in that case, such an action being useless, in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘one-year-old cow,’ there would be a 
totel disappearance of that action And hence ıt ıs in the avoidance 
of this disappearance that lies the use of the present Adhrkarana 

Or, ıt might be im the fact of there being no definite material for the 
Cake; nor does the maxim of the ‘ Kansabhaji’ apply to the case, because 
the mere flesh does not represent the Cake It ıt be asked, ‘ how this 
comes aboutin the Savaniya Cake?’ we reply that ın that case1t1s not the 
Cake that ıs desired, what 1s enjomed by the sentence is the flesh itself, 
mdependently of any Cake ın the place of the Cake, exactly a in the case 
of such corns as the Dhānð. Because ım no way 18 16 possible to make such 
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corns out of the flesh. Consequently, ıt must be admitted that in accord- 
ance with the maxim of the ‘ Priyatgu,’ ıb 1s only ım the Primary 
Sacrifice that the Cake is to be made up of the flesh. As for the circling 
sound fire, this applies to the Cake only, and as for the material of this 
Cake, ıt may be uncertain, or ıt may be the Vrzhz or the Yava, as is shown 
by the conditions of the Primary Sacrifice 

As a matter of fact, however, the real uses of the Adhikarana are the 
following (1) In the Primary Sacrifice, there bemg many auxiliaries 
to the Cleaning of the Kruk, we conclude that the number of such auxı- 
haries must be three only, ın accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Kapiñyala’ 
(XI—i—38-45) , and hence even when there is a multiplication of vessels, 
—as in the case of the ‘ Paçucãturmäsya’, only three Sruks would have to 
be cleaned, ın accordance with the theory of the Pirvapaksha. In accord- 
ance with the Sr:ddhadnta, on the other hand, all the Sruks have to be 
cleaned , because of the necessity of repeating th» purifiactory process with 
each substance (2) And again, im accordance with the maxim of the 
*Pacu’ (LV—i—11-16), significance attaching to the number ‘one,’ only 
one Pardhi would have to be cleaned, according to the Parvapaksha, 
while according to the Siddhanta, all the Parıdhıs would have to be cleaned , 
and there would be some distinction made in a case where there is a 
multiplication of Pandhis (8) And similarly, the cwwclng round fire, 
believed (according to the Pérvapaksha) to appeitain to one Cake, comes 
(according to the Siddhanta), to apply to all the Cakes (4) Similarly, 
according to the law ‘ Vishayé laukikam syat,’ ın the case of the sentence 
‘agnumupasamadhaya stuvate, the cleaning would pertain to the ordinary 
fire, according to the Pirvapaksha, while according to the Siddhania, 
any cleaning of ordinary fire being absolutely useless, the Cleaning laid 
down must appertain only to such sacrificval fires, as the ‘Ahavaniya’ and 
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“by the context itself ,—all this being exactly similar to the pointing ont 
“of materials apart from qualifications Nor does the Deity consist of the 
“word alone—as we shall show unde: chapters IX and X [And hence 
“Indra cannot be taken as different from Mahéndia, simply on the ground 
“of difference between the words | 

“ Thus then, 16 must be admitted that that which ıs mentioned by the 
“word ‘Indra’ is the same that is mentioned by the word ‘ Mahéndra’, 
“specially as there ıs no reason for assuming the two to be distinct 
“Consequently, there being no ground for the charge of the improper 
“carrying away of the Hymns, these must be admitted to be the subser- 


‘¢ vient accessories (of the Deity ’’). 


Sutra (16): Reply: Not so; because ıt forms part of the 
scriptures 


It has been urged above that the Hymns pointing to Indra, as apait 
from all qualifications, there ıs no need for auy carrying away But 
this is not so, because the carrying away of the hymns is by no means 
avoidable. 

For, 1f there were sufficient grounds for holding the identity of Indra 
and Mahéndia, then alone would ıt not be necessary to carry away the 
Hymne, as a matter of fact, however, there 1s a distinct difference between 
the two 

To explain—In the case of the word ‘Mahéndra’ some people, seeking 
to establish its identity with the word ‘Indra, explain 1b etymologically 
thus ‘ Muhain’ + ‘Indrah’ = Mahéndrah (the Great Indra), and then Ma- 
héndro dévata asya’—‘ Mahéndia’ (That sacrifice of which the Great Indra 
ig the presiding Deity) And m that case what the word ‘ Mahéndza’ 
would signify would be that of which the preceding Derty 1s Indra as endowed 
with the attribute of greatness But such a connotation is not possible, 
because the signification of a word taken as one complete whole 1s always 
more authoritative than that which ıs sanctioned by its etymological con- 
structions; and hence the word ‘ Mahéndra’ more directly denotes a dıs- 
tinct Deity ın the shape of Mahéndra, than ıt does the ‘ Great Indra’ 

Then again, 1f the word ‘ Mahéndia’ 1s broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split, and if, in 
order to avoid this split, the etymological explanation ıs not 1esorted to, 
then the word ‘ Mahéndra’ distinctly denotes somethimg entirely different 
from Indra 

Says the Bhashya, the nominal afiain “ Mahénda”’ would not be possible 
sf the word ‘Indra’ stood an the need of a mention of greatness, and 
what is meant by this is that it is not possible for us to take the word in 
its etymological sense. And the chief reason for this 1s that in the due 
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That is to say, if the hymn m question consist of a Mantra, the object 
described in which does not exist at the time, then this object would carry 
away the Hymn from its present context, and as such, there would be a 
setting aside of that which 1s directly laid down. For stance, m a case 
where we have an Injunction laying down the use of a particular hymn on 
a particular occasion, if the Injunction happen to contam the name of a 
Deity—as in the case of a Hymn addressed to Indra bemg laid down as to 
be sung ın connection with the “ Mahéndragoaha” sacrifice,—the Injunc- 
tion would depend upon the Deity therein mentioned , and hence m a case 
where that particular Deity (Indra) does not exist, (asin the case of the 
MGhéndra sacrifice),—the particular Hymn will have to be carried away 
from the Mahéndra saciifice to another sacrifice where Indra might exist 
And this would be a direct contradiction of what ıs authorised by the 
Order and Position of the Hymn, & The particular sequential Order 
that would be contradicted ın the present instance ıs that in which 
the mantra 18 laid down as to be 1ecited in the subsequent hymns, 
while the Position contradicted would be—either the mention of the 
Hymn by the Injunction of the Rathantara, or the particular Context in 
which they occur. 


Sutra (15): Objection: “But (in the instance cited) the 
word (that appears to make the Deity something quite different) 
would be only a qualificatory one,—exactly like the word ‘ barren’ 
(in the expression ‘Ajavasha’).” 


“The above objection does not apply to the case in question Because 
“a carrying away of the Mantra could be possible only if ıt mentioned 
“something entirely different, ın the case in question however, the 
“Hymn in question belongs to the same Deity that is referred to by the 
“name ‘Mahéndra’, because the words ‘Indra’ and ‘ Mahéndra’ aie 
“non-different That is to say the Indra, that is hymned by the 
“Hymns in question, 1s the same that ıs sacitficed to in the Mahéndra 
“sacrifice, and as such the object referred to being actually present, 
“ wherefore should there be any necessity of carrying ıt away from 
“its Context? Nor is it absolutely necessary for the Mantra to make 
“mention of every minute detail of the object connected with the sacrifice , 
“ because it is always found to mention somethimg mote or less than that, 
“in accordance with 1ts own expression or capability (and as such if does not 
“matter 1f the Injunction of the Hymn speaks of Indra only, without the 
“qualification ‘Maha’). Consequently, the Hymn should be taken as 
“ pomtang to Indra as apart from any attributes, because much significance 
“does not attach to the attmbutes, as the attributes are pointed ont 
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“by the context itself ,—all this being exactly similar to the pointing out 
‘of materials apart from qualifications Nor does the Deity consist of the 
“word alone—as we shall show unde: chapters IX and X [And hence 
“Indra cannot be taken as different from Mahéndia, simply on the ground 
“of difference between the words | 

“Thus then, ıt must be admitted that that which is mentioned by the 
“word ‘Indra’ is the same that 1s mentioned by the word ° Mahéndra’, 
“specially as there ıs no reason for assuming the two to be distinct 
“ Consequently, there being no ground for the charge of the improper 
“carrying away of the Hymns, these must be admitted to be the subse- 
“t vient accessories (of the Deity ’’). 


Sutra (16): Reply: Not so, because it forms part of the 
scriptures 


Tt has been urged above that the Hymns pointing to Indra, as apart 
from all qualifications, there ıs no need fo. auy carıyıng away But 
this ıs not so, because the carrying away of the hymns is by no means 
avoidable. 

For, if there were sufficient grounds for holding the identity of Indra 
and Mahéndra, then alone would ıt not be necessary to carry away the 
Hymns, as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinct difference between 
the two 

To explain—In the case of the word ‘Makéndra’ some people, seeking 
to establish its identity with the word ‘India,’ explain ıt etymologically 
thus ‘Mahan’ + ‘Indrah’ = Mahéndrah (the Great Indra), and then Ma- 
héndro dévata asya’—‘ M&héndia’ (That sacrifice of which the Great Indra 
1s the presiding Deity) Aud m that case what the word ‘ Mahéndza’ 
would signify would be that of which the preceding Deity 1s Indra as endowed 
unth the attribute of greatness But such a connotation is not possible, 
because the signification of a word taken as one complete whole 1s always 
more authoritative than that which 1s sanctioned by 1ts etymological con- 
structions; and hence the word ‘ Mahéndra’ more directly denotes a dis- 
tinct Deity in the shape of Mahéndra, than it does the ‘ Great Indra’ 

Then agam, 1f the word ‘Mahéndia’ ıs broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split, and ıf, ın 
order to avoid this split, the etymological explanation ıs not 1esorted to, 
then the word ‘ Mahéndia’ distinctly denotes something entirely different 
from Indra 

Says the Bhashya, the nominal afix in “ Mahéndia”’ would not be possible 
tf the word ‘Indra’ stood in the need of a mention of greatness, and 
what is meant by this is that it is not possible for us to take the word ın 
its etymological sense. And the chief reason for this 1s that in the due 
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functioning of a compound, as also in that of the Nominal Affix, capability 
isalways laid down as the necessary qualification. In case we have recourse 
to the etymology of the word the said qualification becomes impossible to 
get at, in both cases 

That 1s to say, in the two sutras ‘ samarthah padandhih’ (Pani Il— 
1—1) and ‘samarthanam pirathamadva’ (Lhd IV —~1—82), 1t 1s distinctly 
laid down that ‘saimarthya’ or capability is the necessary qualification m 
the functioning of both the Compound and the Nominal Affix Con- 
sequently, in the absence of this capabzlity, no functioning of any of these 1s 
possible 

I For instance, if the Compound and the Affix were simultaneously 
explamed—that 1s to say, if the word ‘ Mahénd: a’ were explained as ‘ Mahan 
Indro devata asya, then there would be no capability im either of these Be- 
cause, 1f the chief stress were laid upon ‘ greatness’ as bemg needed (by the 
word ‘ Indra’), then this last word could not have any relationship with 
the Nominal Affix, and, on the other hand, if the factor chiefly needed 
were the Affix itself, then there could be no connection with greatness 

This ‘capability’ 1s explamed by some to be ım the shape of (1) 
‘shkarthibhava’—the Identity of purpose, the fact of conjointly forming a 
single entity,—and by others as (2) “ vyapēkshā ’—2ze, Relationship based 
upon mutual requnements And neither of these two is applicable to 
that which stands ın need of something else 

(1) That ıs to say, when one factor 1s independent of everything else— 
save the other factor ın question,—then alone can there be any identity of 
purpose between these two In a case, however, where one factor 18 
distracted by other agencies, no such identity of purpose is possible 
As a matter of fact, it is only when two objects aie not distracted on 
many sides, that they can rightly be said to be dependent on one another, 
which 1s not possible when they are so distracted, because 1n a case of 
such distraction, our perceptive faculties fail to function rightly That 
object, which ıs pointed out conjomtly by the two parts of a word as 
equipped with the two characteristics, 18 always the same thatis pomted to 
by each of these parts independently by itself When, however, there 
happens to be a dependence upon others, there is always a doubt m the 
matter, and the whole does not point to any one definite end Thus then, 
in the case in question, there is no possibility of a capability m the shape 
of identity of purpose. 

(2) As for the capability m the form of Vyapéeksha (Relationship based 
upon mutual requirements)—the word ‘ Vyapēkshā’ itself distinctly points 
to the absence of Apéksha (dependence on others) , and as such there cau 
be no room for it, in a case where the object depends upon other factors, 
and hence any such capabiltty is not possible in the case m question, 
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That is to say, that which depends upon others can never be spoken of as 
‘ Vyapeksha’ (free from dependence) 

Thus then, there being no chance for the capabihty of any of the two 
kinds, ıt becomes absolutely impossible for either the Compound or the 
Nominal affix to function ın the matter These are the discrepancies 
ın the case of the word ‘Mahéndra’ being all at once explamed as 
‘ Mahan Indrak dévata asya’ 

II If, however, the functionmgs of the Compound and the Affix be 
explained separately, one after the other, then, inasmuch as the words will 
have to be often times repeated, there would be a split of the sentence , 
because in that case, after we have expounded the Compound, 1t will be 
necessary for us to give utterance again to the two words ‘ Mahat’ and 
‘Indra.’ Itis with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared—The 
word ‘ Indra’ when taken up by the functioning of the Affix cannot be connected 
with ‘greatness’ The sense of this is that when the word ‘Indra’ would 
be taken with the Affix ıt would be broadened (changed into ‘Aimdra’), 
and as for ‘greatness’, inasmuch as ıt ıs always connected with a dis- 
tinct substance, ıt could have nothing to do with the word ‘ Indra,’ which, 
as already forming part of the word ‘ Aindra,’ occupies only a secondary 
position Thatistosay,in that case we would have the form ‘ Mahaindra,’ 
the qualification ‘great’ having nothing to do with Indra, because that 
which occupies a secondary position, and as such has its own denotation 
suppressed, cannot be connected with any other qualifications 

The deciaration of the Bhashya—when taken up by the functionong 
of the Compound, &c , &c.—refers to the ‘split of the sentence’ mentioned 
above 

Thus then, havıng explained the improbability of any gradual func- 
tioning, the Bhashya again brings forward the theory of simultaneous 
functioning, but only with a view to point out other discrepancies in the 
theory 

In accordance with the maxim propounded in the Sūtra I—iv—8, there 
would be another syntactical split consequent upon the fact of the word 
Indra’ beg the predommant factor with reference to ‘ greatness,’ 
Mes 16 occupies a subordinate position with reference to the Nominal 

ffx. 

And there would be yet another syntactical split, on account of the 
Injunction having to serve the double purpose of pointing out greatness 
as the qualification of Indra, and that of declaring Indra to be the Deity 
of the sacrifice. For instance, what the Injunctive affix will have to do 
would be to point out—(1) that Indra ıs qualified by ‘ greatness ’ amd (2) 
that ‘Indra’ is related to the material offered at the sacrifice , and this 
would lead to an inevitable syntactical split. 
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For these reasons, the word ‘ Mahéndra’ cannot be explained as that 
Indra is the deity of the sacrifice, and that Indra is qualified by greatness 
What ıs possible ıs that the word be taken as one independent whole, 
independently of the component parts, as m that case alone could the 
Nominal Affix be rightly explained And thus it 1s established that 
Mahéndra is a deity other than India 

Nor can ıt be urged that India himself came to be called ‘ Mahéndra,’ 
the ‘Great Indra,’ after he had performed the grand feat of killing Vrttra, 
because ın that case the Veda, in which the word ‘Mahéndra’ occurs, 
would have a beginning in time Consequently the mention of the killing 
of Vritra must be taken as only eulogismg ‘ Mahéndra,’ which is a name 
eternal and complete ın itself 


Sutra (17). Also because of names 


That is to say, Indra must be distinct from Mahéndra, because of the 
difference ın their names Thus alone could there be any restriction with 
regard to the Mantras ın question , as otherwise there would be an opticn , 
and as such in one case, the mantra would be set aside from its legitimate 
purpose. And if there were no difference between Indra and Mahéndra, 
the only purpose that the mention of two distinct Mantras could serve 
would be to bring about a transcendental result, which is not allowable in 
the case. 

Therefore, just as the Sun, &c, are different from Indra, so also 18 
Mahéndra , and as such ıt would be absolutely necessary to carry away the 
Hymn elsewhere (as shewn above) 


(Thus ends the exposition of tle Adhskarana in accordance with the 
Bhashya). 


The Vartika, however, takes exception to the above, and brings forward 
the following arguments againstit — 

If we have recourse to the above explanation, and if the Nominal Afix 
were regarded as possible only ın case the word were taken as one complete 
whole, then in that case, the same would be the case with such words as 
‘ Ágnīshomīyā’ and the lıke , and the word ‘ Agnishomiya’ could not be 
taken as pointing to the two deities Agm and Soma, and as such uo 
action could have two presiding derties (which would set at nought all 
the rules of atıdēça, &c., laid down below) That is to say, just as 
in the case of the word ‘ Mahéndra,’ neither a gradual nor a simultaneous 
functioning of the Compound and the Affix is possible, on account of the 
word ‘Indra’ standing in need of ‘greatness’ and the Affix,—so, in the 
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same manner, ‘Soma’ standing in need of ‘ Agni,’ there could be no Affix 
(an the word ‘ Agnishomiya’) , and when ıt would stand in need of the 
Affix, there could be no compounding with ‘Agm’ So also, 1f there 
be a gradual fuuctioning—one after the other—of the Compound and the 
Affiz, a repeated utterance would be necessary, and this would lead to 
a syntactical split, because, as shown above in the case of the word 
‘Mahéndra,’ when the word would be taken up by one functioning, 
it could not be taken up by anothe:, and as before, there would be a 
diversity ın the character of the word ‘Soma,’ which would be the 
predominant factor in one case, and the subordinate element im another , 
and so also the Injunctive Affix would have to refer to more than one 
object Thus, in short, all the objections that Lave been shown above, 
as applying to the case of the word ‘ Ma@héndra,’ would apply tothe case 
of the word ‘ Agnishomtya’ also, and hence this word also will have 
to be taken as one whole in itself, and consequently there would never 
be any case of any sacrifice having two presiding deities 

But ıt ıs by no means possible for words like these to be spoken 
of as conventional wholes by themselves, because everywhere in the 
scriptures, the particular actions are laid down as having two presiding 
deities. 

For instance—(1) in course of the consideration of the texts dealing 
with the ‘quarte.mg’ of the ‘dgnéya’ cake, the ‘ Indrapita’ and the 
‘ Pishaiprapishta, we shall explain how the words ‘agnéya,’ &c, which 
point to Agm alone as the deity, are incapable of including the 
‘ Aundragna,’ the ‘ Agnishomiya,’ &c, which pomt to Agn, &c, as the 
deities, only ın the company of some other deity. (That is to say, 
the Aindragna cake cannot be treated in the way that ıs prescribed 
for the ‘Agnéya’ cake, for if the word ‘ Agnéya’ were to 1efer to the 
‘ Aindragna’ also, then, inasmuch as the word ‘ Agm’ would be dependent 
upon ‘ Indra,’ there could be no nominal Affix ın the word ‘ Agnéya.’) If 
these words were conventional wholes, what would be dependent upon what ? 
(2) So too we shall show later on that the Awdrapaushna 1s held to be 
subsidiary to the Agnishomiya, &c., on the sole ground of both of them 
having two presiding Deities (and this would not be possible 1f the words 
did not signify the presence of two Deities) (3) Similarly in the case of 
the sentence ‘ Médhapatubhyam médham,’ we shall show how two sigaifica- 
tions are accepted, as explained under Sūtra IX—iu—35 And again, (4) ıt 
will be shown under the ‘ Manotadhikarana’ (K—1v—42) that ın the case 
where Agni and Soma are the deities, Agni alone 1s not a deity, though both 
are intimately related to the Action (5) It 1s not quite reasonable for us 
to deny such etymological changes ın the compound ‘ Agm + Soma’ as are 
due solely to the fact of 1ts forming a duality of deities—such changes, f.t ; 
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as the lengthening of the ‘7’ and the change of ‘sa’ into ‘sha’ (as ac- 
cording to Panmi VI—m—37, and VITI—in—82, respectively) If no 
authority be attached to grammatical rules, then the rule laying down the 
addition of affixes, denotative of Agni, & , being the deity, would also be 
unauthoritative, aud as such Agni, Soma, &c, would cease to be known as 
deities If, however, this latter fact 15 admitted, then on exactly the same 
grounds, ıt would be necessary to admit the duality of the deities also 
And as such the word cannot be taken as a complete whole in itself in- 
dependently of its component parts 

For the same reasons, 1t 1s not right to assert that the Dvandva-Com- 
pound in ‘ Agnishomiya’ could be explained as compounded, only for the 
sake of accentuation, &c , and having no other sigmificance, as we have in 
the case of the words ‘ Acrahaina’ (the name of a plant) and the lke 
Because a grammatical rule can be said to be for the mere sake of certain 
modifications of accentuation, &e , and to have no othe: significance, only 
in acase where the senses conveyed by the word be, in some way or other, 
not ın keeping with a well-:ecognised fact of ordmary perception 

In the cise of the words * Mahat’ and ‘ Indra,’ 1t 1s certainly necessary 
to assume a distinct significance for each (because we do not find any 
disagreement fiom a perceived fact), and masmuch as these words 
signify, one the qualyficatzon and the othe: the qualified, we come to the 
conclusion that one word qualifies the other And as soon as these words 
are pronounced together, we aie at once led, by our previously-acqmred 
notion of their relationship, to the joint cognition of the one as qualified 
by the other , and there 1s nothing to set aside this jot cognition Nor is 
there any reasonable ground for assammg, for the compound, any signi- 
ficance, apart from those of the component words Then again, it is only 
when the whole word by itself has been duly established as complete ım itself, 
independently of the component words, that the denotation of this word, as 
such a whole, would set aside that whichis provided by the component 
words (in case of course the two happen to be mutually contradictory) 
But no such word could be taken to be a duly established entity by itself, 
until we actually found it used as such, apart from having anything to do 
with the signification of 1ts component parts. 

And further, we find a great difficulty in believing 1n the existence of 
India, and it would entail a much greate: difficulty to assume the existence 
of another and an altogether distinct dexty m the shape of Mahéndra 

As a matter of fact, we find that even ın the case of a perceptible 
object, there can be no reasonable ground for assumimg a multipheity of 
denotative potencies for a word, and it would be very much more 
unreasonable to make auy such assumption in a case where the very object— 
Mahéndra {1 —has got to be assumed. We accept the existence of an 
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object ın the shape of India, simply on the ground that, otherwise, the use 
in the Veda of the word ‘India’ would not be explicable. And thus if the 
use of the word ‘ Mahēndia’ too were equally imexplicable, then alone we 
could have any ground for assuming the existence of an object in the shape 
of Mahéndia Asa matter of fact however, the use of the word ‘ Mahéndyra’ 
is quite explicable, as based upon the well-.ecognised denotations of the 
two words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ India’, and hence the word ıs found to convey an 
idea of the same Indra as qualified by ‘ greatness’, and as such there is no 
ground for assuming the existence of any other object And hence it is 
proved that Mahéndia ıs none other than Indra qualified by greatness 

Further, when we expound the fuctionmg of the Compound first 
and then explain that of the Affix, there is no incapability peitaming to 
anything, because at the actual time of the functioning of the compound, 
or that of the Affix,—theie is nothing else that the facto: stands in need 
of. Nor is there any syntactical split due to 1epeated utterance, becanse 
all that we do by the repeated utterance, in expounding the compound, 
is to give expression to the many meanings that are eapressed by the word 
pronounced but once The word ‘Mahéndia’ has a double functionmg 
in the shape of the Compound and in that ot the Affix , each of these func- 
tionings represents a distinct sentence , and 1t 1s the meanings of these two 
sentences that we give distmct expiession to by the expounding of the 
Compound and the explanation of the bea1ing of the Affix And as for the 
repetition that we have recourse to, in the 1e-expounding, if 1s not that of 
any Vedic sentence , because there 1s no such Vedic sentence as “ Mahdane- 
caisivindragea, Mahéndio dévata asya ıt Mahéndiah” Nos ıt the Vedic word 
itself that ıs so disjomed, because all disjunction being biought about by 
human agency, the word ceases to be Vedic altogether The fact is that 
ın the Veda, the word ‘ Wahéndah’ ocenrs nits own complete form, and 16 
is only the meaning of this word that 1s explamed by means of the afore- 
said disjomings and etymological explanations ke, proceeding from human 
sources 

As a matter of fact, words are endowed with various potencies, biing- 
ing about as they do, the cognitions of one or many meanings And the 
meaning of a word 1s explamed, sometimes by mens of another word, 
and sometimes by means of a sentence, and thit too being one or many, 
consisting of two or more words For inst wnce, the meanmg of the word 
‘Pika’ is explamed by ‘Kohila’, ‘-lupagaca is explained as ‘the son 
of Upagu,’ or as ‘one who was produced by Upagu tiom out of his 
wife’ The verb ‘pacati’ (Para matpada—Present Tense, Thad Person, 
Singular) is explained as ‘the action of cooking aflucting another person, as 
being accomplished at the present time by the agent who 1s one—the action 
extending over many moments’ And certainly, in these explanations, 
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there is no syntactical split. Nor is the explanation found to refer 
to any portion that is not denoted by the word explained. In the same 
manner, when the meaning of the word ‘ Mahéndra’ happens to be ex- 
plained by persons cognisant of the various signications of words, who 
employ one or more words of their own, without touching the Vedic text 
itseli—where is there a symtactical split ? For our own sentence, even if 
uttered a hundred times, would not vitiate the Vedic sentence. And when 
the meaning of the Veda is explained, the word itself does not become 
human And when a certain fact is being spoken of by a man, it is ne- 
cessary that it should be spoken of in a certain order of sequence, and that 
too in accordance with the due sequence of the roots and affixes —f.i. 
‘ Mahangcasavindrah, Şe.’ ; and certainly, in this there is no dependence upon 
other factors. 

Then again, even in the case of one factor depending upon another 
factor, there is every ground for there being a Compound, provided the 
former be the predominant factor; consequently if the word ‘Indra’ were 
dependent upon the Nominal Affix, it could be very well compounded, be- 
cause of the fact of its being the predominant factor, with regard to 
‘ greatness. ’ 

Thus then, even though, in case of the simultaneous functionings (of 
the Compound and the Affix), there is nothing incongruous in the fact 
of the factors being dependent upon other factors, yet the functioning in 
question is gradual. Because the word ‘Indra,’ though dependent upon 
the Affix, is yet compounded on account of its predominant character ; and 
when dependent upon greainess it becomes subordinate, and hence the 
functioning of the Affix has to come in later on. That is to say, in a case 
where the predominant factor is dependent upon something else, the func- 
tioning must be one of this kind; and hence it is the compounding that 
comes in first. If, however, after the compounding has been done, the 
functioning be held to come in its wake, of its own accord,—then the result 
would be that Indra by itself would be connected with the Affix; and on 
the other hand, the same pure Indra would come to be compounded; and 
as such we would have, for the deity in question, Indra alone, without any 
qualifications; and as such the mention of the qualification ‘ great’ would 
become absolutely useless. Nor is it possible to assert that, as in the case 
of the ‘red one-year-old cow,’ so in that of ‘Indra’ and ‘Mahat’ also, 
the two coalesce in the denotation of the Affix, and as such serve to limit 
one another. Because where there is no Action in question, there can be 
no such simultaneous coalescence. Nor is it possible for that which is not 
an Action to draw within itself any qualifications. Even if it could so draw 
them in, it would come to denote the fact of ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’ denot- 
ing two deities. And then, the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘ Indra’ being more 
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than one, when not compounded, there would be no possıbılıty of the 
Affix that we do actually find ın it, because this affix ıs laid down ascom. 
ing in only when the Deity in question 18 one (and hence the word 
‘ Mahénd:a’ would be possible only ın case Mahéndra were one deity, and 
not if the word ‘ Mahéndra’ contamed the names of two distinct derbies) 
And again, if the words ‘ Mahat’ and ‘Indra’ were two distinct Nouns, 
with independent declensional affixes, then there could be no such noun 
as ‘ Mahendra, and hence no chance for the affix ın questiou , and if there 
are no such Nouns ending in declensional affixes, then they could not 
form a compound 

For these 1easons, simultaneous functioning ıs not possible, and hence 
through the aforesaid gradual functioning, we conclude that the object 
sigmified by the Compound itself ıs the dety And consequently Mahendra 
is none other than Indra qualified by g1 eatness 

Thus then, we find that for reasons above explained, the Pa vapaksha 
position appears to be quite reasonable, and hence we must have recourse 
to another line of argument with a view to its effectual 1efutation 

And this we are gomg to do now, ın expounding what we shall call — 


SIDDHANTA (B) 


As a matter of fact, the Deity enters into the sacrifice, not ın its 
material form, but im the verbal (2 e., ın the form m which it happens to 
be mentioned ın the scriptural Injunction), consequently, inasmuch as it 1s 
by the word ‘ Mahénd:a’ that the Deity ıs mentioned, we cannot but 
accept Mahendra as the Deity. Even if the meanings of the two words 
‘India’ and ‘ Mahéndia’ be ideutical,—the deity in the particular sacr- 
fice in question must be that which 1s spoken of by the word ‘ Mahéndra’ 
ın accordance with the law laid down unde: Sūtia ‘ Vidhegabdasya mantra- 
ivé, ge, (X-1v-23)— and none other. And hence the character of the 
deity could not belong even to those mentioned by such names as ‘ Vrha- 
diundra, &c ,— words that are more akin to‘ Mahéndra’ than ‘Indra, — 
to say nothing of such othe: words as ‘ Indra’ and the like 

When we find a certain Deity in a certain form laid down im con- 
nection with a certain sacrifice,—even though the Deity be the object 
denoted, and not the merely Verbal form, yet, if we find the shghtest 
difference from 1b in another otherwise expressed, we cannot admit this to 
be the Deity of that sacrifice. 

That is to say, the character of the Deity 1s suchas 1s not cognisable by 
the ordimary means of cognition, Sense-perception and the like, and 
hence the only means of knowing ıt 1s afforded by Vedic Injunction alone , 
hence we can be assured of the fact of the sacrifice having been performed 
m due accordance with the Injunction m the Veda, only when we actually 
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find that the Deity mvoked has been exactly the same as ıs therein laid 
down If however, the slightest difference ıs made m that,—the func- 
tionıng of the Injunction having ceased with the laying down of the real 
Deity, & —, we will have to look for another authority for this slightly 
different Deity; but as a matter of fact, there is mo such authority, and 
as such the mvocation of that Deity cannot but be unauthoritative 

This will be explained later on, where ıt 1s shown that ‘ Agni 1s the Deity 
of the Ashtakapa@la, and not of the Ajya’ (because with regard to the 
latter Agni is not laid down as the Deity) In accordance with this rule 
(1) when the Injunction has spoken of Indra as the Deity, the deific 
character cannot be attributed to Agni,—(2) when Indra ıs laid down as 
the Deity of Soma, He cannot be the Deity of the Cake,—(3) when Indra 
18 laid down as the Deity of the pounded Soma, He cannot be the Deity 
of the creeper itself,—(4) when pure Indra is laid down as the deity, we 
cannot have him as qualified by some attributes ,—so ın the same manner, 
when we find the Injunction laying down the qualified ‘Great-Indra’ 
(Mahéndra) as the Deity, we cannot invoke Indra alone. 

Another reason for this is that, inasmuch as in the Injunction in ques- 
tion, the Deity is predicated of something else, due significance must be 
attached to 1ts qualifications and adjuncts - specially as no such significance 
could be attached to them, only im case the Deity were that with regard 
to which something else was predicated Thats to say, 1f in the matter 
of the relationship expressed by the nominal affix (in “ Mahéndra”), the 
Deity were that with regard to which ıt was predicated, then we could 
not attach any importance to the mention of its attmbutes. If, however, 
the Deity were not predicated, ıt would not have the character of the 
Deity, and hence we cannot but admit ıt to be predicated. And as such, 
due significance must be attached to its qualifications, and hence the 
removal of the qualification would do away with the very character of the 
Deity. For instance, in such sentences as—‘ the white-clothed person 
should be fed,” ‘the red-turbaned priests pass along,’ ‘the person with 
the stick repeated the Prazsha Mantras,—f we take away the qualification, 
what 1s left behind ceases to form a material part of the Sacrifice. If 
however, the qualifications were such as having something else predicated 
of them— fz, “bring m those that have white clothmg”—the men 
could very reasonably be brought even without the white clothmg (which 
they might lay aside before coming in) Hence, in the case in qnestion, 
even if the Deity were to enter into the sacrifice, ın its material form, we 
could not accept ıt as without 1ts qualification ; as a matter of fact, however, 
we find that 1t helps the sacrifice, m its verbal form,—and consequently 
anythiag else, that would be mentioned by a word apart from the Injunc- 
tion, could not be recognised as the prescribed Deity. 
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And further, when the Deity 1s mentioned by means of a compound, 
16 would not be open to the fanlt of the Injunction referring to more than 
one thing Hence the Deity that would belong to the ‘ Mahéndra-graha’ 
could never be mentioned by the word ‘India’ That which ıs mentioned 
by this latter word can never be the Deity of that sacrifice, and as such 
in the case of an injunction of this sacrifice, any mention of that Deity 
would be absolutely useless 

Thus then we find that the sense of Sutra 16 comes to be that the 
cognition of the Deity depends upon actual verbal expression, and the 
fact of a certain word expressing the Deity comes to be accepted only if it 
is found that such expression ıs in keeping with the character of the 
Nomunal Affix. Hence we conclude that there is a distinct difference between 
the deities Indra and Mahéndra 


Quesizon : “ But how do you reconcile the Bhashya with the above 
explanation P ” 


Reply It 1s as follows What the Parvapakshi urges ıs that 
there 1s no necessity of carrying aside the Hymn in question And for 
one who holds that the mantra mentioning ‘India’ need not be removed 
from the ‘ Mahéndra’ sacrifice, — masmuch as ıt would be absolutely use- 
less to have expressed a Deity that ıs not needed in the Action, ıt must be 
desirable to admit that simply Indra ıs the Deity poimted out But no 
such admission can be made by his mere wish, nor is there any other 
authority for its acceptance, because the only authontative means of 
knowing the Deity, in the present case, ıs the Nominal Affix that we meet 
with in the passage laying down the ‘ Mahéndra’ sacnfice, and this occurs 
m the “ Mahéndra” only If this Nominal Affix were rent apart from the 
compound, and explamed along with the word “ Indra ” only, then, ın that 
case, the mention of the Deity would be in keeping with the direct deno- 
tation of the Mantra 

It 1s this position of the opponent that the Bhashya takes for granted, 
and hence ıt speaks of the word “ India” as withdrawn from the word 
‘ Mahendra,’ in the passage “that Indra ıs the Deity rs cogmsed by the 
presence of the Afix,” while, asa matter of fact, inasmuch as the word 
“ Indra” stands in need of “ greatness,” so long as the compounding is 
not done, the word ‘Indra’ 1emains the subordinate factor, and as such 
mcapable of any contact with the Nominal Affix 

Says the Bhashya “When depending on contact with the nominal 
afiz, fo, Fc” And the sense of this is that, though the compounding is 
quite possible when the principal factor 1s dependent upon something else, 
there ıs room for the nominal affix when it is ın the pure condition of the 
Noun, but at the time that the affix appears, there bemg no declensional 

ending, no compounding would be possible Thus then, the rule laid 
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down by Patanjali— that “ compounding ıs possible also when the factor 
dependent upon something else happens to be the predominant one” — 
applies to those cases in which a Noun with a declensional ending, stand- 
ing apart, stands in need of another word which ıs capable of bemg con- 
nected with 1t,—as for instance ‘ Raypurushah gobhanah ’ 

If there were a need of the Nominal Affix, before the compounding 
was done, then we would have to admit the appearance of the affix along 
with a sentence (in the form of ‘Mahan Indiah’) On the other hand, 1f 
the affix were attached to the word ‘Indra’ only, then the qualification 
(greutness) would fail to enter into 16 

As for the giadual functioning (one after the other) of the Compound 
and the Affix, you do not admit of it. If the affix were attached in the 
fist instance—ze, before the coming in of the word ‘ Mahat’—then, we 
would be open to the two objections urged above (Text, p 397)— wz: (1) 
the greatness would apply to the material of the sacrifice, and not to the 
Deity, which would become the subordinate factor, and (2) the final shape 
of the word would be ‘ Mahaindia’ and not ‘ Mahéndra ” 

The mere word ‘India, when functioning along with the Compound, 
could not be related to the nominal Affix (This ıs what the Bhashya 
means). Fo: these reasons, it will have to be admitted that in the single 
word, the relationship (between ‘ Indra’ and ‘ Mahat’ and the Affix) comes 
in all at once And then, im accordance with the Sutra I—1v—8, we would 
as before be open to the objection of the diversity in the character of Indra 
(at being the predommant factor ın relation to ‘ greatness’ while subordi- 
ate in relation to the affix). 

Says the Bhashya It ıs clear that Mahéndra us something totally dis- 
tinct from Indra. And the sense of this is that, prior to the compounding 
the Injunction ıs one of more than one object, 2e, greatness and Indra 
this would also be got at from the words of the complete compound ıtself, 
and this would lead to a syntactical split, which 1s avoided by having 
recoulse to compounding. 

Therefore, says the Bhashya, the devty ın question 1s not (mere) Indra 
unqualified by greatness, (but the qualified Indra) This would be the sense 
of the Bhashya, ıf we read ıt as ‘ amahattvavigishtah ;’ 1f, however, we read 
‘ mahattvavigishtah,’ the meaning would be that the deity 1s not that which 
is mentioned by the mere word ‘ Indra,’ but that which 1s spoken of by that 
word qualified by ‘Mahat,’ specially because the affix in question would 
be possible only 1f the noun were in the form of a compound. 

Says the Bhashya—Not by the relationship of the component paris ; and 
this should not be taken as absolutely denying the etymological meaning 
of the word, all that ıt means 1s that the affix does not appear by means 
of the relationship of the component pat ts, because it ıs absolutely 
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impossible for any such part to be withdrawn from the compound (for 
the propose of being attached to the affix). 

Says the Bhaishya—Therefore ıt must be a distinct deity. That is to say, 
even though the object Indra 1s one only, yet the two are spoken of as distinct 
deities, on account of the difference between the unqualified (“ Indra”) 
and the qualified (“ Mahéndra”). For instance, we find the same man 
to be an uncle and a preceptor; and he is spoken of differently, accord- 
ing as the particular requirements of the tıme may refer to the one or the 
other phase of his character. 

As for the Vedic sentence “it was after Indra had killed Vrttra that 
he came to be called Mahéndra”—the Pirvapakshi thinks that (even ın 
the case of the ‘Mahéndragraha’) mere Indra having been previously 
recognised as the Deity, what the qualification ‘great’ does is to subse- 
quenty eulogise the character of the previously recognised Deity, and ıt does 
not enter into the deific character itself. The reply to this is clear in the 
Bhashya itself 

Mahéndra thus bemg knownasa deity, distanct (from Indra), itis mere 
groping in the dark, to make such bold assertions as that—‘the word 
Mahéndra points to mere India as the deity,’ ‘the mere word Indra points 
to the qualified Mahéndra as the deity,’ ‘even though the Injunction 
distinctly mentions the qualified Mahéndra, yet the character of the deity 
belongs to mere Indra,’ ‘though the word used be ‘Indra’ only, yet the 
defic character belongs to the qualified ‘Mahéndra,’ and so forth None 
of these assertions are reasonable 

Consequently ıt must be admitted that the Hymns in question will 
have to be carried away to that place where there is a complete harmony be 
tween the Injunction and the Mantra (ie, a place where Indra would be the 
Deity ),—if we were to accept the Hymn to be subservient to the Deity (ze, 
if we take the Mantra as pointing to the Deity), as held by the Piirvapaksha 
Whereas in accordance with our theory, the Hymn is a principal action 
by itself, leading to a distinct transcendental result, and as such capable 
of being taken along with any and every deity, as im all cases 1b 
would, by means of its own specific transcendental result, help in the 
completion of the sacrifice, (and there would, in this case, be no need of 
cairying away the Hymn). 


Sutra (18): The mention of the qualification too would be 
absolutely useless. 

Whether the qualification be eternal or transient (i.e. natural Or 
caused), if it be taken only as eulogising Indra, and not as entering mo 
his deific character, then its mention (ın the sentence Mahéndsgraha, &o.’ ) 
would be absolutely useless Because the only purpose for which a deity 
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is spoken of or enjoined is to show how the particular Action could be 
performed with reference to Him And whether the qualification be laid 
down or not, when the performance of the Action would be quite possible 
with regard to mere Indra, there would be no use of laying down the qualh- 
fication. 

And further, the qualification not being meluded (ın the Deity itself), 
1b could only be mentioned afte: the Injunction of the Deity , or ıt would 
have to be mentioned as describing the Deity But for you neither could 
be possible, because of the ‘qualified Indra’ not having been mentioned 
anywhere else. Thatis to say, the relationship of mere Indra with the 
paitieular ‘graha’? (the Mahéndia) ıs not laid down anywhere, and 
hence ıt could not be possible for the qualification to be laid down solely 
with a view to the description of Indra contained therein, on the other 
hand, we have never found any such Deity as ‘ Great Indra’ laid down, 
and as such it ıs not possible for ‘greatness’ to be spoken of as serving 
the purpose of pointing outa particular Deity. And thus the mention 
in the passage ın question, of the word ‘ Mahéndia,’ being such as 1s not 
found elsewhere, we must admit it to be the Injunction of a distinct Deity 


Sutra (19). So also with regard to the Yājyā and the 
Purdruc. 

The difference of names in these also is to be explained im the same 
way as thatin the foregoing Mantra That is to say, ıt ıs only im accord- 
ance with the aforesaid explanation that we conld explain the separate 
mention of the Yayya and the Puronuvakya. 


Sutra (20): Inthe case of the ‘barren goat,’ we perceive 
the object as actually existing. 

(It has been urged above in Sutra 15, that the object lard down as tix 
‘barren goat’ 38 subsequently spoken of as ‘goat’ only, and hence tne 
qualification ‘barren,’ and also ‘great,’ must be taken as qualifying the 
object, and not as having any independent significance. ] But the fact 1s 
that such objects as the ‘barren goat’ and the hke, help the sacitfice, by 
their material forms, and as such all their specifications bemg duectly 
perceptible, when ıt ıs found that the pm pose is equally served by the 
use of a generic form ‘goat’ only, the Mantra does not attach much 1m- 
portance to the actual words (“barren goat ”) employed in the foregoing 
Injunction. 

Sutra (21): Objection: “There may be (a carrying away 
of the Hymn ın question) to an action wherever mere Indra might 
be the Deity; and as a distinctly useful purpose would be served 
by ıt (there can be nothing objectionable in 1t). ” 
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The Sūtra may be interpreted ın two ways: I. “The Pirvapaksha 
“could be rightly renounced only if ıt were found to be opposed to a 
“strong authority As a matter of fact, however, 1b 1s not so, because 
“the authority of Lunga (Indicative Power) of the words of a Hymn 
“18 certainly much stronge: than that of Order or Context, &e , and hence 
“ we cannot very well give up the Parvapaksha theory ” 

II “The word ‘Indra’ being a part of the word ‘ Mahéndra’ could 
“be taken as signifying the sense of the latter compound , as by so domg 
“we reconcile the otherwise contiadictory bearings of the Linga and the 
“ Krama , just as we have in the case of the word ‘Agni’ as occurring m 
“the Manota (Vide X—1v—42). Thatis tosay, ıt would not be neces- 
“sary to remove the Hymn, as on account of close proximity, we could 
“accept the part ‘Indra’ to indicate the whole ‘Mahéndra’, specially 
“asim so doing we avoid the contradiction between Linga and Krama, 
“and also the necessity of having to assume a transcendental result (for 
“the Hymn). For instance, in the case of the Agnishomiya, though we 
“find the word ‘Agni’ alone in the Manota Mantia, yet finding, from con- 
“text, that ıt forms part of a compound (‘ Agnishoma’), we accept it 
“as indicating Soma also, and as such affording the sense of the whole 
“compound. 

“Consequently there ıs nothing mcompatible, even if we do not 
“remove the Hymn from its place.” 


Sutra (22): Reply: This could not be the case with those 
(Mantras) that are directly laid down. 


Asa matter of fact we find that m many places we do not find 
the same meaning m all the Mantras that are laid down in that connec- 
tion, when these latter are removed from that context. For imstance, in 
the case of the sentence ‘ yamydh gansant.’ and the lke,—imasmuch 
as Yama ıs not the Deity of the other Grahas, 1f the Mantras laid down 
in that context were to be :emoved from there, they could not point to 
him And as im that case the very injunction of these would be useless, 
1b would be necessary to admit the fact of then leading to transcenden- 
tal results And this may be said of all similar cases (as the one in 
question). Aud hence we cannot accept the Hymn to be merely subser- 
vient to the Deity 


Sutra (23): Objection: “But we actually perceive ıt ” 


(This Sutra proceeds to show that the removing of the Mantra would 
not make any Injunction useless). 

“Though Yama, &c., are not the Deities of the yiahas, yet they could 
“be mdicated by the Mantas, as being of use m other actions For 
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“ingstance—(1) the Mandika Hymn is used in the Agni, as it is therein 
‘laid down that the Fire is. be drawn in with the Mandika sūkta; (2) 
“the Akshasikta is employed in the Rājasūya, as therein it is laid down 
“that the gambling is done with the dice (aksha) ; (8) the Mishikdsukta 
“ig employed in the Hkddagin?, as in this the sentence ‘akhusté, &ec., 
“having described the connection of a certain place, this makes the 
“Hymn one eulogising that place. As for the ‘ Kushwmbhaka’ and other 
“hymns, if we do not find any particular use of these, we can accept them 
“as having their use in those cases where the general term Mantra is 
“used in the Injunction (and no particular Mantra is specified); as for 
“instance, we find that all Mantras are laid down as to be employed in 
“the Vacastoma. So too in the case of the Agvina sacrifice, it is laid 
“« down that in case the sun should rise before the sacrifice is finished, all 
‘Rk verses should be recited (as an expiatory rite). In cases like these, 
‘however, inasmuch as we find that the Mantras laid down do not 
« mention any object that appears in the sacrifice in its material form, 
“we have to accept the fact of their leading to transcendental results. 
“But because a transcendental result is admitted in one case, that is 
“no reason, why we should reject a visible purpose, even when it is pre- 
“gent, and always assume a transcendental one. For instance, because 
“the reciting of the Vatshnavi verse is found to serve only a transcen- 
“dental purpose it does not follow that only transcendental results fol- 
“low also from that of the Yajy@ and the like, which are found to serve 
“distinctly visible purposes.” 


Sutra (24): Reply: Because of the fact of the direct men- 
tion (of the Genitive, &c.), the words ‘stauti’ and ‘gaisati’ ap- 
pearing in the context, would have to be taken as having their use 
in bringing about distinct transcendental results (Apiirvas). 


It has been urged that like the word ‘ Agni’ in the Manota, the word 
‘Indra’ would indicate the sense of the compound, ‘Mahéndra.’ But this 
is not correct, because there being nothing incompatible in the directly ex- 
pressed meaning of the word ‘Indra,’ there is no reason why it should 
give up its direct denotation, (and take to indirect Indication)? And then 
again, as it would always be possible, by some sort of an indirect indi- 
cation, to find a visible result for all that is held to be leading to trans- 
cendental results,—this process of interpretation is by no means allow- 
able. 

Then it has been urged that there would be nothing wrong, even if 
the Hymn were removed from its place. But it is not so; because Direct 
Assertion, as defined by Proximity, distinctly points to the fact of the 
Hymn in question forming a part and parcel of the collection of Hymns 
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with which ıt 1s mentioned And as for the functioning of Liga, it 
can have no injunctive potency, until the recognition of a general rela- 
4,onship (between the Mantra and the Deity) 

That is tosay,1f the case were such that ib was absolutely defintely 
ascertained that the Hymn seves a visible pu: pose,—in that case alone 
could the Dhurect Assertion, defined by Pioximity, be set aside 
When, however, the case is such that ıt ıs only after the Hymn has been 
employed that 1ts use ıs sought after, and the commencement of the action 
does not depend upon the use.—then the Hymn having been employed 
m accordance with the authority of Order and Proximity, ıt does not 
matter whether we assume a visible or an invisible result. As for the 
Hymn,when removed from its place, we do not find any reason 
fo. employing it m any other place As for Linga, all that ıt could do by 
its power of pointing to the Deity, would be to point out the form of the 
Deity (and not its relationship with any action), and in that case it 
would bécome absolutely useless. Zinga can have nothmg to do with 
regard to the expression of any relationship between the Deity and the 
Action As a matter of fact, Innga 1s found to have an actually enjoin- 
ing force, only when the general relationship of the Deity with the Ac- 
tion has been defined by some Mantra or other,—and then there arising the 
question as to how the Deity would help the Action, what the Innga does 
18 to point out the character of the Deity, thereby showing forth ın what 
way that Deity is capable of helping the Action. In the casein ques- 
tion, however, we do not find any ground for such general relationship 
Consequently if the Hymns are removed from these places, they cannot 
but become useless, and hence it 18 only right to accept the fact of ther 
bringing about transcendental results. 

And further the various case-endings that we come across—viz , the 
Locative in ‘ Kavateshu stuvatı, the Genitive in ‘ Indrasya viryant’ and the Ac- 
cusative ‘in praugam ganeati’—as also the words “ Staut:’, Cansaty’ and 
the hke, would have their direct meaning (only according to our theory), ac- 
cording to you, they will have to be taken as signifying something else 
That is to say, the action of denoting the qualification and the qualified 
resting in the letters of a word, thus alone could the presence of the 
Locative be explamed. If, on the other hand, the Kavati were taken as 
serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity, then the word would have 
to appear with the Instrumental ending 

Nor can ıt be rightly urged that, “even if we accept it to be an 
Eulogy, the Kavati remains a means and as such amenable to the Ins- 
trumental ending”,—because in our case the Kavati-hymn has the 
character of the substrate, as also that of the means, and hence it 18 
quite optional what way itis to be spoken of. As for the pointing out 
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or manifestation of the Deity, all such manifestation ım the first instance 
must reside ın (have for its substrate) the Self of the person, and sub- 
sequent to the comprehension of the character of the Action, the mam- 
festation of the Deity (as the Result) resides m the Deity, while as for 
the Kavats, ıt must always remaim the Instrument or means (of that manı- 
festution), and this makes a great difference between the two theories 

Then again, the injunction or Bhavana of enlogy—in the words 
‘ Staut.’, ‘CGunsats’—is cognised as extending over a definite period of 
time, and in this Injunction, the denotation of the Root serves as the 
means, while all the other nouns, with the several endings, come to be 
related, only imasmuch as they help in the fulfilment of the Root Thus 
then, when the mantras serve the purpose of accomplishing the Hymns, 
then, inasmuch as they accomplish sémething that is desired, they serve 
a purpose laid down in the Scriptures, and as sugh come to have a dis- 
tinctly useful end. When they do the manifestation of the Deity, on the 
other hand, they do something that 1s not laid down in the Scriptures , 
and as such are found not to serve any apparent purpose. Hence it 1s 
more reasonable by far to have the Hymns serving distiuctly useful 
purposes. 

Farther, for us, the genitive (in ‘ Indraysa viryanr’ etc ,’) directly 
expresses the subordinate character of the Deity, and that which 1s 
subordinate cannot be the predominant factor, hence ıt being impossible 
for the Deity to be the predominant factor, the mantras could uot be taken 
as subservient to them, and consequently predominance must be atizibuted 
tothe Hymn Ifin the case in question, predominance belonged to the 
Deity, then being expressible by a noun only, the word mentionmg 1b 
would be found with the nominative endmg, which could not express any- 
thing else,— as we find m the sentence ‘agnirmiirdha, &e, &e’ In the 
case in question, however, even that which we find having the nominative 
ending is actually found,—on account of the fact of the homogeneity of the 
sentence as preceded by the capability of the words used,—to be for the 
purpose of expressing the connection of the qualification, as for ın- 
stance,—‘ Indro ydio jangamasyadvasitasya rījā’ And as there ıs no use 
of the qualifications, these cannot be accepted as the predominant factor , 
and hence the only reasonable course open to usis to accept the word 
expressive of the Deity to be subservient to the Hymn (which latte: 

\nnot be taken as subserviently pointing out the Deity) 

There should be a stop in the Bhashya after the word ‘Satyam’ (as 

herwise the word could not be construed in anyway). 

Thus then according to the laws of Arthavada, inasmuch as all other 
words (save those with nominative endings) would become useless,—even 
though, ın the first instauce, 1t ıs possible for the word expressing the 
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Deity to be the predominant factor, yet the only mghtful couse is to 
take it along with the sentence, only as subsidiwry to the Eulogy. 

And thus the words ‘ Stat and ‘ Cansat.’ cannot m any way be taken 
as serving the purpose of the indirect imdication (of the Deity), and as 
such predominance must be attached to the Hulogistic Hymn only 


Sira (25). Because of the distinctness imphed by the word. 


We find ıb declared in the Veda that “the Acnishtoma 1s accom- 
panied by twelve Hymns”, and here the mention of the number ‘ twelve’ 
shows that each hymn 13 distinct by itself. If 16 were not so, and if all 
the hymus eqnally served the purpose of pomting out the Deity, there 
conld be no mention of the number ‘twelve * If, on the other hand, 
the manifestation of the Derty by all the Hymns be not accepted to be 
identical, a distinct Deity would come to be pomted by each verse, and 
by each word, and thus beimg innumerable, they could not be spoken of 
as ‘ twelve 

The opponent night wge—“ Thesame argument applies to the case 
“of Hymne also, fall tho Hymns be considered identical, then there 1s 
“only one Hymn, if they are distinct, then each verse would constitute 
‘fa hymn, and there is no thad alternative, which wonld be n keeping 
“with the mention of ‘twelve’ If again, the collection of a definite 
“number of verses be taken as one Hymn, in accordance with the musi- 
“cal matus perceptible in certam definite places, —then we can have the 
“same definition with regard to the mamfestation of the Deity also.” 

To this we make the following icply Inasmuch as all actions have 
their end in certam definite results, they are counted in accordance with 
the uamber of results, and hence in the case in question, inasmuch as we 
find twelve distinct transcendental results (dpi: vas) appezring, we con- 
clude the number of the Hymns to be twelve also On the other hand, 1f 
the maniras weie to serve the purpose ot poimting out Deities, then, 
inasmuch as snch pointing ont would be done by each verse and each 
word,—and as there would be no means of ascert uring the end of the Action 
(of pointing ont),—there would be no ground for mentioning the defimte 
number ‘twelve’ When, however, the mantius are taken to serve the 
pripose of bringing about certain transcendental results, such results 
beng cogmsable solely by means of Scriptures, there would be no giound 
for holding the appearance of that result prior to the appearance of the 
Aivafus (thatis taken as the closing sign of one Hymn), and the iesult 
wonld be fonnd to be accomplished only by meins of the collection of a 
cortam namber of verses, and the final accomplishment of this result 
bering tiken as the mark of the end of a particular Action (of Hymning), 
—the number ‘twelve’ of the results would naturally determine the 
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number of Hymns also to be ¢welke There 13 no ground fot assuming the 
appearance of such a tiiumscendsntvl result, either from each verse, or 
from all the Hymns taken together Whereas in the case of mtnifestution 
(of Deity), we actually perceive the word and the Deity 


Sutra (26): The mention would be absolutely useless. 


In the case of such sentences ‘ agnéy@ q ahā bhavantr’ and then again, 
‘Ganeyishu sturante’, masmuch of Vedic verses are incapable of beng 
assumed o: tampered with, the forme: sentence bemg enough for the pur- 
poses of pointing out the fact of the ‘-lynéy.’-manfias bemg the means 
of hymning Agni, there would be absolutely no use for the second seu- 
tence. That 13 to “say, 1f the word -ignéyt only served the purpose of 
pomting out the fact of dyn: bemg the Deity, then the employimg of 
these Hymns would be enjoined by the first sentence itself, aud hence 
there would be no use for the second seatence Asa matter of fact, how- 
ever, the second sentence should be taken as serving the purpose of 
pointing out the Hymn as an independent Action. 


Sutra (27) Because we distinctly find the meanings of the 
two to be different, 


All relationship being based upon a certain difference between the 
objects related,—inasmuch as we find the two sorts of Hymns ‘ Sfotra’ 
and the ‘ Çusira > mentioned as related to each other, these two must be 
taken as distinct from each other, which could uot be, rf both cqually 
ser ved the purpose of pointing out the Deity 


Objectum “Both the Stotra and the Castia being equally stut 
“the above argument would ipply to the case of that also As for the 
© fact of the two being two different individuals, those grounds of difference 
‘ could be urged in favour of the Pirvapaksha alho ” 


The reply to this would be in the shape of the arguments bronghe 
fo.waid above m connection with the mention of the number tee lar. 
That 19 to say, the transcendental results following from the Stotra and the 
Castra being totally distinct, 1t ıs on the ground of this difference in the 
results that the Actions themselves are held to be different, and on this 
difference would be based the mention of their relationship. While as for 
the manifestation of the Deity, thcre 1s no such difference either m the 
action of manifestation or 1n its results 


Sutra (28) The mention too is accompanied by the Ac- 
cusative 


I Such mentou as ‘pru-ugam ganseli, masmuch as the Pra-wyu- 
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Hymn 1s spoken of by means of the Accusative, this would be another 
argument in favour of the view that the Hymn 1s a principal by itself 
The principal Action 1s always such as 1s destred for 1ts own sake (and as 
such accompanied by the Accusative ending)—e. g , ‘ agnihotram juhot’ 
‘ agh@rumagharayat.’ This could not be the case with the subsidiary 
Actions, which are wholly subordinated to others, and as such not desired 
3u themselves 

II The Satra may be explained ın another way The very men- 
tion of the two names ‘ Stotra’ and ‘ Castra’ ıs meant to poimt to the fact 
of these being principal Actions, otherwise the word used should have been 
prakacana (manifestation) only, or there would be no name at all, as in 
the case of the words ‘ avahant:’ and the lke. 


Sutra (29); Because of the fulfilment of the result. 


The particular degirable results that are asked for m the Mantra 
would be possible, only if the Hymn were a principal action by itself , be- 
cause requests are always preferred to one who occupies the predominant 
position Accordmg to you, on the other hand, the Results would be 
asked for from the Deity, which you hold to be the predominant 
factor, as in the case of ordinary sacrifices, because go long as the Master 
(Principal factor—Deity) exists, no one would think of preferring his re- 
quest to the servant (the Subsidiary-Hymn which serves the purpose of 
manifesting the Deity) 


OLN NL NNO PO SLA LO LN LLL NLL PLD ONS ™ 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


[Treating (A) of THE NON-INJURCTIVENESS OF ManrraS, ann (B) oF 
Denotation as THE THIRD FUNCTION OF VERBS.] 


Sutra (30): The Vidhi and the Mantra serve the same 
purpose, inasmuch as they contain the same words. 


In accordance with the Bhāshya, the Adhskarana 15 explained as 
follows. Taking for example certain Mantras, there arises a question as 
fo whether or not the ijunctive words occurring in them serve the 
purpose of enjoining, as do those occurring in the Brahmana passages 
And on this, the position of the Pérvapaksha is that, inasmuch as the 
words in the Mantra are the same as those in the Brahmans, there is no 
reason why the former should not have injunctive potency And thisis met 
by the Siddhania, which holds that, inasmuch as 2t is a Mantra, and has its 
subject already laid down in other passages, it cannot have any injunctive 
potency, hence all that the Mantra does at the time of the performance 
of the sacrifice 1s to recall to the mind that which has been previously 
laid down in the Brahmana passage That is to say, the action Goyaga, 
for instance, spoken of in the Mantra 1s not different from the same action 
mentioned in the Bréhmasa, because 1t 1s actually recognised as the same; 
nor does the Mantra lay down any accessories of the action (with regard 
to which 16 might be taken to have an injunctive potency), nor, lastly, can 
it be taken as containing an aulogy of something enjoined ın another 
sentence , because the Mantra is an independent sentence altogether, and 
as such cannot be taken along with any other sentence 

In contradistinction to serving the purpose of recalling to the mind that 
which has been laid down elsewhere, all that the Mantra could be taken 
as, would be an Injunction or an Arthavdda. As matter of fact, however, 
none of these ıs possible. In the first place, the form of the Action, that 
would form the object of injunction, 1s already known as laid down else- 
where, as for 1ts accessories, in the shape of the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, none of these 1s mentioned in the Mantra, which therefore 
cannot be taken as laying down these Secondly, when the injunction m 
the case occurs in another (Brahmana) passage, which has all its needs 
already fulfilled, ıt is not possible for the Mantra to be taken as an 
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dihardu to that Injunction This we have already explamed under the 
id kasana on Mantras (Adhsayal) For these reasons, Mantras should 
be taken only as recalling what has ale dy § on cujomed clsewhere 


\gainst the above explanation of the Ads/ikarena we bring forward 
the follo’ u2 objections — 

(1) What reason 1s there by which the myunctive potency of the 
verb is suppressed simpls bv the fact of its veomimg mthe Mantra, and is 
enlivencd by appearmg m the Biradhmau:- We actually find verbs in 
Muantias s1ying the purposes of junction, ee.‘ Vusunttya Kapingalana- 
lublaté and eunversely there us, sometinc-, verbs occnrz1ug in the Brah- 
mana not having the mjunetive potency —eg, ‘S Yasyubhayam havirãi ti- 


ma tr ye? Therefore there can be no such absolute 1ule as has been 


shown 1n the above Siddhantie 
(2) Fimither, aif the Warta be taken as supplementary to the Biah- 


mana si ply on the wroand of the action having been enjoined ım the 
datter, —s liy could not we take the Brahmana injunction itself as simply 
recalling thi actior previously enjoined by the Muna? That 1s to say, 
there is no special reason whercby ıt could be asceitained whether the 
Aanira, having its myunctive potercy suppiessed by the fact of the Action 
having becn enjomed by the Bralunina should serve the purpose recalling 
the action thus enjoined, or vice terve Thus then, we conclude that, mas- 
much as nether the Muntu nor the Brähmana is capable of being taken 
as supplementary, speu: l'y as there i no feature meither that could 
point ıt out as distinctly supplementary, both are equally imjunctive. 
And as for the repetition of the sume Injunction—as occuring in the Man- 
tra aud in the Brah.uanu—we can tahe the two as two distinct actions As 
for the fact of the one being icc euised to be the same as the othe, we 
shall esplain this under the Abkyāsädhikarana” (VI—u—23, &c) 
Therefore the non-injuuctive character of Mantras cannot be taken as 
established ın the above manner. 

Some people assert that, inasmuch as the Manias are laid down by 
the Brihmanas, as wnstpyumental in the performance of sacrifices,—exactly 
as the corn, &c , ae, —they cannot have any injunctive potency, just as 
the corn, &c , have none. 

But these people also have only been led astray by a misleading sem- 
blance between the two cases. Because the mere fact of the Mantra being 
laid down ın the Brahmana as to be employed ın the saciifice cannot do 
away with its myunctive potency. Therefore the Mantras would serve the 
injunctive purpose, aud also, on account of thew bemg laid down m the 
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Brābhmana, serve to recall that which has been enjoined by the Brihmana 
Because there 1s no authoritative law which lays down that that which 
has been laid down as to be employed cannot serve the pui poses ot an 
Tnjunction , specially 1f 16 happens to be naturally endowed with the myune- 
tive potency If, however, the presence of this potency in the Mantia be 
denied absolutely,—then ıt would be altogether needless to bime forward 
the fact of its having been laid down as to be employed, for the pm pose 
of denying that potency (because much reasoning is not requued m 
denying what is impossible) Nor is there any self-contradetion m 
the fast of the Mantra pe:.forming both the fonctions For instance, 
even the Brahmana, though in itself injunctive, could serve the purpose 
of recalling something enjoined elsewhere, this we shall explain under 
the Sūtra V—i—16 

And further, in the case of those Mantras that are not laid down m 
any Brahmana passage, as to be employed ima sacrifice, your argument 
being mapplicable, there would be no ground for denymg the injunctive 
potency of these Hence even this argument of yours does not help in 


the matter. 
(oho erect”) armen 


As a matter of fact, however, there 1s no necessity of bringing in the 
Mantras, especially in the present Adhikarana, as they have no pati- 
cular connection with the present contest Hence we explain the 
Adhtkarana otherwise, as :ollows — 

Verbs have been declared, ın the preceding Adhiharana, to be of two- 
kinds only—the Primary and the Subsidiary And the question now 
started 13 as to whether these are the only two methods of the functioning 
of Verbs, or there 1s yet another method And the position of the Piria- 
paksha ıs that there 15 no thud method 

In reply to this Pirvapaksha, we have the following 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (31)° But, because of the power of usage the Mantra 
would express mere denotation 


Thereis a thud method—that of denofateow Just consider the fol- 
lowing Those verbs, that have their imjunctive potency destioyed by the 
presence of such words as‘yat’ and the like (words which make that 
which they precede, an Udde,yt, and which therefore cau never be the 
Vidhey& or object of Injunction), must, m all cise» serve the purpose ut 
simple Denotation That is to say, whether the verb occurs in the Maat a 
ov in the Brāãkmana, when its myunctive potency Lappeus to be set aside by 
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‘stand in need of one another, on being separated , but they do not afford 

a single meaning, because each word has a distinct signification of 
«ts own, and the collation of these ıs not known to have any meanmg 
“ apart from that of the component words And hence there being nothing 
“that could form the right object of the definition, 14 cannot be a definition 
‘at all (an the sense that 1s attached to ıt by the Bhashya) ” 

In reply to the above question, the Bhasya has cited the Mantia 
` Dérsya twa, etc, and the reply 1s based maly upon the fact of the 
word artha’ bemg taken in the sense of ‘ purpose’ (and not in that of 
‘signification °) 

The opponent says ın the Bhashya “The woad ‘puda’ here has 
only one meaning”, and m this he further explains what he means,—the 
sense of 16 beg this ‘ When apart fiom the signification of the word 
“ there 1s no signification ot the sentence, as one impartite whole, then 
“ Distinction and Connection, as sigmified by the sentence, would ouly be 
“the properties of the sigmfications of the component words themselves, 
‘they being recognised as belonging to them, on account of extreme 
‘ proximity ” 

With a view to all this ıt has been said in the Bhaishya Hven then 
the signification would not be one only, because by “ Distinction "os 
meant the mutual differentiation or specification among the words, 
and this cannot be one, as 1t18 different with each word. In accordance 
with the theory that words sigmify Individuals, all individual cows being 
spoken of by the word “ Cow,” all that the quahfying words ‘ white,’ etc, 
can be said to do 18 to distinguish them rrom the black, and they cannot 
serve the purpose of signifymg the connection (of whiteness with the mdivi- 
dual cow), and as for the connection of this qualification, this being m- 
cluded ın the signification of the word, 16 cannot form the meaning of the 
sentence, and hence what ıs cogmsed is only the distinctness (of the 
objects sıguıhed by the words), in which the sald connection enters as a 
secondary element And just as the distinctness belongs to the word 
‘cow? because of the word ‘white’ differentiating 1b from the ‘black, 
ete ,—so ın the same manner the distinctness belongs to the word ‘ white’ 
as differentiated by the word ‘Cow’ from the ‘Horse, etc And thus 
the objects to be differentiated from (or set aside) being many, there 1s no 
authority for declaring the singleness (of the Connection or Distinctness) 
If recourse be had to “Distinctuess’ 2 general, then this class * Dıs- 
tinctness’ being always one, all sentences would become synonymous It 
again, the meaning of the senteuce be said to consist of the meanings 
of the component words, as accompanied by the said distinctness, then 
the ‘ Multiplicity * becomes an estabhshed fact. 

So also (ın the case of the theory that the meanings of the com- 
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ponent words consists ın their Connection), this Connection among the 
denotations of the words 1s only a mutual attachment among them, and 
as this differs ın each couple, no singleness could be cogmised Even 
in accordance with the theory that the denotation of the word consists of 
the Olass,—the classes ‘ Whiteness’ and ‘Cow’ as denoted m then 
respective forms, would, on account of proximity, exert a mutual 
attachment, and as this would constitute the meaning of the sentence, 
the distinctness whereof would be indirectly established This connection 
too—eithec ın the shape of whiteness 1n the class “cow,” or in that of the 
‘cow’ in ‘ whiteness ’—would be found to reside completely ın each mdivi- 
dual (cow), and as such it could not but be many Though im the case of 
a sentence containing only two words, 1t might be possible for the counechon 
to be the same in regard to both words,—yet ın the case of sentences 
containing many words, there would be various places where each set of 
two words would come inte contact , and the connection thus bemg found 
m so many different places, 1t could not but be many 

And further, the meanings of words being self-1mportant, both 
Distimctness and Connection are only their properties, and as such they 
would always differ with the difference in the objects of which they are 
properties, and hence they could never be one That ıs to say, so long as 
we do not admit of a singleness or umiy of purpose among certain words, 
the sigmfications of these being all self-sufficient, coald never bring about 
any unity, and as such each of them would bear with itself independently 
the said distinctness and connectson And for this reason also they would 
be many. 

Though for us, who hold the “Class” to form the denotation of 
a word, we donot hold the said Distunctness to form the signification 
of a sentence (such signification being held only by the upholders of 
Apoha—the Bauddhas),—yet, inasmuch as the Purväpakshı had biought 
up that also as an alternative, there ıs nothing incongruous ın our accept- 
ing it for the sake of argument And as for the explanation of the 
Siddhanta itself, this 1s very mghtly done by taking the word “ atha” 
(ın the Sūtra) ın the sense of “ purpose ” (and ın this 1t 18 not necessary 
for us to accept the Apoha or any other theory contrary to our tenets) 

Thus then, it ıs also possible to declare that ıt 18 only the object 
denoted by a single word that is the principal factor, and ıt 1s only as 
the qualification of that object that everything else is mentioned, and as 
such on account of the Distinctness and the Connection of that object there 
can be only one Distimctness or Connection. And thus, as bemg in 
intimate relationship with the action, the Mantra being found to serve a 
distinctly visible purpose ın connection with the action, the function of 
the whole collection of words forming the Mantra lies in the pointing out 
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of the action of Nwvdpa, as qualified by the denotation of the words 
‘ Savitz.’ and the rest, and as such the example is found to be quite 
apt 

Tie opponent, however, not realising the fact of the Nervipa bemg 
the predominant factor, 13 made to ask, ın the Bhdshya—“ Nanvatra 
devasya, et.” And im reply to this the author says that such would 
have been the case only if the woid Nervapãõmı were construed in one 
place and also in another , because such double construction would be 
possible only when the Nivdpx would be the secondary factor But, 
as a matter of fact, we nd that this cannot but be the predommant 
factor, as ıt serves a distinctly useful purpose, wiile as for Saniiz, etc, 
masmuch as these do not form part of the action, they are only subservient 
to the action of Nirviipa, and hence all the words have one and the same 
pu: pose (namely that which is served by the Nirvapa) 

Another objection has been raised in the Bhashya ‘“ Wherefove should 
the Sitra have lard down both the condetions?” The sense of this 
qaestion is this (A) “In a case where a number of words together 
“serve a single purpose, 1t naturally follows that, when separated, they 
“ would be wanting ın certam elements (because each by itself could not 
“serve that purpose), and as such it ıs not necessary to mention the second 
“condition separately, (B) conversely each of the words separately 
“could not be wanting im a certam element, unless they were so placed 
“that they all conjointly served one and the same purpose, because it 
“is always possible for each of them by itself to serve distinct pur- 
“ poses, and hence the first condition bemg already implied in the 
“ second, there is no need fo. mentioning both” 

In reply to this objection, the Bhashya proceeds to cite counter- 
instances (A) In this connection ıt 1s shown that the single puipose 
of pointing out the division of the Cake ıs served by the words mdepen- 
dently of one another (That ıs to say, 1f we left off the second condi. 
tion, then “ bhago vam mbhagatu aryamā vim vbhazatu” would become one 
Mantra, which, as a matter of fact, 1tis not, and this is avoided by the 
mention of the second condition, because each sentence bhago vam 
vbhajatu, when separated from the other, 1s not found to be wanting in 
any element) 

Though the objection as to the multiplicity of the Cake-divison has 
already been answered before, yet ıt has been brought forward agam, with 
a view to show that there being no qualification collectively mentioned, 
as the word ‘vtbhajatu’ is repeated, there is no fault of the aforesaid 
anushanga’ (1.¢., there 1s no necessity of carrying the same E eabhayata’ 
from one place to another). 

The reply to this objection is that we shall show later on how, even 
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when there are distinct independent accessories mentioned (as for 
instance, Bhaga and Aryamā ın the case m question), the action ıs not 
more than one And we have already set aside all chance of the pre- 
dommance of the Accessory, and hence any specifications due to the 
accessory, not forming an integral part of the action, cannot be regarded 
as significant, and hence both the sentences—‘ bhago vam wibhajatu’ and 
‘uryama vam vbhajatu’—must be taken as only expressing the ‘ Division’ 
im general, and as such both bemg found to serve the same purpose 
(they would come to be taken as forming a single yagush, ıt we left off 
the second condition in the S#ira) 

(B) In the case of the sentence ‘ varhidévasadanam dame tasmin 
sida’—1f we leave off the first condition, then, even though the latter 
sentence ‘ tasmin sida’ ıs dependent upon the former, yet, the purposes 
served by the two being distinct, they are taken as two distinct sentences 
(which would not be possible if the seving of a single purpose were not 
lad down as a necessary condition) 

For these reasons ıt must be admitted that the two conditions to- 
gether form the required definition 
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ADHIKARANA (17) 
Condetrons of the Diversity of Sentences 


Sitra (47): When the sentences are equally independent 
of one another, then they are “ distinct ” 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“In the case of those sentences, the fact of whose intimate relation- 
‘ship with the action ıs not perceptible, and the use whereof 1s laid down 
“only by direct directions (in the Brahmana), ın the absence of any 
“indication of such use by the words of the sentence itself,—we must 
“accept all that extends ın the text up to the point where the next 
“ (well-known) Mantra begins, to form a single Mantra Because the 
‘ direction of its use being wholly verbal, ıt would be necessary to assume 
‘an imperceptible result (as following from such use), and on this score 
“1b 18 the assumption of the least possible Imperceptible Result that can be 
“permissible, and when a single purpose being thus assumed for the 
“ whole, ıt they would be separated, they would be found wanting in some 
“element (and as such both the conditions of the previous Sif being 
“ fulfilled, the sentence must be regarded as one) That is to say, 
‘‘inasmuch as there 1s no authouty for making unnecessary assumptions 
‘of many imperceptible results, we are led to assume a single result 
“as following from all the sentences in question, and hence each part of 
“ the sentence bemg incapable of bringing about that result, we have the 
“condition that when separated the sentences become deficient, and 
“as such the sentence must be 1egarded as one (in accordance with 
“ the two conditions laid down in the foregoing Sutra) 

” «The tollowing questions might here be brought forward ‘(1) In 
“accordauce with this theory, how do you account for such distinct 
directions (contained in the Brahmana) as— he should cut the branch of 
“the tree with the Mantra ashe toa, ‘and should wash wt with are tua’ 
“(which distinctly lay down each part of the sentence as a separate 
“ Mantra)? And (2) how do you account for the plural number in 
“ klriptth ın the direction klriptīrvācayatı where we find each hope (klripti) 
“ mentioned distinctly as dyurme kalpatim, prano me kalpatam, if all of 
“these hopes were taken as forming a single sentence, why should there 
“ be the plural number ın klriptth ?’ 

75 
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“To the above question we make the following reply (1) It is 
“quite possible for a single Mantra to be spoken of by means of several 
“words (contamed in it), and (2) we have klrptīh m the plural, 
“ because the word ‘ kalpatdm’ ıs often repeated. 

“That ıs to say—(1) a Mantra can be pointed out by pronouncing 
‘auy word therein contained—be that word in the beginning, in the 
“ middle, or ın the end, and there is nothing incompatible ın this, 
“hence ın the case ın question, so long as the direction will continue, 
“the whole Manira will have to be pronounced with each distinct action 
“ because any mere part of the Mantra is wholly useless ,—(2) and imas- 
“much as we find the word ‘kalpatém’ repeated frequently, there 15 
“ nothing mcompatible ın the plurality of the klraptih ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To all this we make the following reply The above view cannot be 
maintained, any idea of the employment and the purpose of the Mantra 
is possible only after ıts verbal form has been duly recogmsed , and hence 
first of all 16 becomes necessary for us to ascertain the verbal form of the 
Mantia itself, before we proceed to examine whether all its constituent 
parts are distinct Mantras, or they collectively form a single Mantra 

For the present we shall leave aside the o.dinary argument ın favour 
of our position—such, for instance, as the presence of distinct purposes, or 
the presence of distinct directions for each part As a matter of fact, 
the form of the Mantra cannot be said to he ascertained after its purpose 
or use has been ascertained Because the form of the Mantra 18 always 
found to be definitely ascertamed directly from the Vedic text itself, 
independently of all use or purpose, etc , and the employment or the 
Purpose of the Mantra ıs always accepted ın accordance with 1ts singleness 
or multiplicity as cogmised at the time that the text of the Mantra 1s 
ascertained We have already shown above that there 1s nothing wrong 
in assuming many imperceptible factors, or results, provided that we have 
sufficient authority for such umption And, as a matter of fact, 
we find that at the time that the „xt of the Mantra (Ishe tvā, etc ) 18 ascer- 
tamed, we have no idea either of the fact of its various portions being 
dependent upon one another, or of all of them serving a single purpose 
And for this reason there bemg nothing agaist the conclusion 
that each part 1s distinct by itself, even subsequently we do not find 
any ground for taking them as one only Nor 1s it possible for us nghtly 
to assume a mutual mterdependence among the several parts, when no 
such dependence has been actually perceived And though, even in the 
absence of this dependence, ıt would be possible for the several parts 
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to serve a single common purpose, yet as one of the two chief conditions 
(of syntactical umty) would be wanting, the whole Mantra cannot be taken 
asa single sentence And hence it 1s all the more mmpossible for ıt to be 
taken as one when we find that the text of each part being different, 
there is a different use laid down for each, and the uses of these 
being different,—even though they may bring about imperceptible 
results,—the purposes served by the vaiious parts cannot but be distinct 

Our opponent also will have to admit that there must be a distinct 
purpose with each duection The only difference then between us is that 
while you hold all these results to follow from the whole Mantra, according 
to us each of them follows from each distinct part of the Mantra Nor, 
In our case, 18 16 necessary to assume any imperceptible results as following 
from each part of the Manira, as each of them actually serves a 
distinctly usefal purpose laid down ın the Brahmana. 

(1) And for the sake of the due fulfilment of these purposes ıt 
pecomes incumbent on us even to supply whatever wo1ds—as ‘ chinadmz’ 
and the hke—might be wanting in the Mantra as ıb stands, to duly 
accomplish the purpose, tor instance the cutting of the branch, mentioned 
in the Brahmana 

(2) Orit may be that—as in the case of the Brahmana direction— 
that ‘the Mihendra hymn ‘1s represented ın the rumbling of the 
chariot,’ even though the rumbling 1s not significant of any meaning, 
yet, at the peculiar time, by the mere remembrance of the Brahmana- 
dnection ın question, people recognise the rumbling as the actual singmg 
of the hymn,—so, in the same manner, on account of the Brahmaua- 
directions ın connection with the Mantra ‘ Ishe tvā, etc, the various parts 
thereof—‘ whe tvd,’ ‘urë tod,’ etc —would bring about the idea of cutting, 
etc (and m this case it would not be necessary to supply the word 
‘chinadmy ) 

Both of these processes (1) and (2) are equally autbortative, and 
hence the authors of the Kalpasūtras have recourse to one or the other m 
different places 

Thus then many case, we must come to the following couclusion 
Inasmuch as it 1s absolutely impossible to make use of a senten 
wanting m a necessary factor, and as 1t 18 not right to make use of non 
significant words, we must have recourse to the supplying, from without, 
of the wanting word Or, masmuch as the Mantra should be used 
exactly as it is found ın the Veda, we must convince ourselves of the 
fact of the words of the Mantra, as they actually stand, bringing about 
the idea of all that ıs necessary The acceptance of the one or the other 
alternative 1s optional in the performance of the sacrifice. 

And hence we find that the various parts of the Mantra in question must 
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be taken as distinct sentences, also on account of the difference in the 
distinct perceptible purposes served by each of them 

Further, each part of the Mantra being found to have a distinct 
function of 1ts own, as pointed out by the Brahmana-directions, each 
of them by itself must help in the saci rfice and this alone constituting the 
etymological meaning of the word ‘ yugush’ (agyaté anéna), each part must 
he admitted to be a distinct yayush by itself 

In the same manner, in the case of the sentences—‘ @yuyajnena 
kalpatām, ‘prno yagnena kalpatam,’ etc —though the same purpose 1s 
served by all the sentences, yet they cannot be taken as a single 
sentence because each is distinctly perceived ın its own form, 1ndepen- 
dently of the others As a matter of fact however, they do not even 
serve the same purpose, because the ‘kailpan’ (preservation) of * Ayu’ 
1s distinctly different from that of ‘prana’ and the rest Nor can it be 
urged that, “as ın the case of the sentence acvinoi baihubyim ninapame 
pushno hastabhyan, the wt vdpa is accepted to be the same in both cases, 
so ın the case ın question also the ‘preservation’ would be the same 
mall”, becuse we find the word ‘ hlriptīh’ m the plural number, m 
the Mantrie Injunction Then again, im this case, the ‘halpanas’ not 
forming an integral part of the sacrifice, much significance cannot be 
attached to them, and the only purpose ot the Mantras hes in its 
recitation, and in the Mantra we actually find mentioned many 
‘kalpanas’, and as the difference of kalpanas 1s not possible without a 
difference m then sigmfications, we regard the significations, that are 
subservient to the letters of the word, to be many 

The Bhashya has said that the mention of particular kalpanas has 
a distinctly perceptible purpose, and this is with ieference to the 
accomphshing ot many Mantras 

The Bhashya speaks of an objection ‘ The halpana spoken of ww 
“ each case may be taken ın the sense of halpana un general, asim the case of 
‘the Oake-duision with reference to the sentence, Bhago vam vbhajatu 
‘and Aryama vam vidhajatu” And the citing of a fresh imstance 18 
based upon the tact that the case ot the kalpanas 1s different from 
that of Nuvāpa, in that this latter 1» mentioned only once (whereas the 
kalpana and the mhbaga are repeated) The sense of this is that, just 
as though frequently repeated the ‘ Division’ (° Vibhaga’) 1s not accepted 
to he many, even though the Instrumentality thereof (an the shape of 
Bhaga and Aryama, etc.) 18 diverse,—so, m the game manner, ın the 
case in question there would be no diversity of kalpanas 

The reply to this ıs- Tt as not so, because m the case ın question 
no useful purpose 1s served by taking ‘ kalpatim’ in the sense of halpana 


wm general 
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Or ‘ yatha vibhagé’ may be construed with the Reply, the sense thereof 
being that ‘as im the case of the Division, so here also, etc , ete 

Objection “As a matter of fact, there 19 a diversity im the case 
“of the Du:son, and as such it was not ught to put this stance in the 
“mouth of the objector ” 

Reply. In that case we will explain the citing of that instance to be, 
not for the purpose of pointing out unity, but only with a view to identify- 
ing the case m question with that of the imstance, and thereby making 
the former open to alternative processes, just ay we have m the case of 
the Vibbaga (whee there ıs an option between the agency of Bhaga 
and that of Aryama) The sense of the objection thus comes to be that 
“we have an option in the case of wbhtga,—why then cannot we have 
the same in the case ım question algo ? ” 

The reply to this ıs that this cannot be, becansc there is an 
option only in that case where the subject is the same m both alterna- 
tives In the case ın question, however, we do not find anything to 
show that the significations of all ‘kalpanas’ are the same (in the 
shape of kalpana ın general), and hence we cannot take them all 
as synonymous, as m the case of ‘ebhaga’, specially as we find that 
each sentence expresses a hope for ayu’ (longevity) and the rest, as 
qualified by ‘Altzptt’ (preservation) In the case of ‘ribhaga 
iwmasmuch as no important purpose is served by the accessories (in the 
shape of Bhaga, etc), the action of wbhaga (Divison) m general 
itself comes to be the predominant factor; and as such it is this action 
alone that 1s mdaicated by the Mantra (and the matter of the mstrumental- 
ity 1s left optional). In the case im question, on the othe: hand, what 
are hoped for are a ‘long hfe’ (yu) and the rest, and as such it 1s 
these that are the predomimant factors , and itis as qualification of these 
that we have the mention of ‘kalpana’ (preservation), and it 15 not the 
kulpana as qualified by ‘long life,’ etc., that 1s mdicated by the Muntra , 
because no useful purpose would be served by this indication Even if 
this. Action ( Kalpana) were the predominant factor, then, too, there bemg 
a clear difference between yu, priina, etc., the action {preservation of 
these) also could not but be many. And ım support of the theory of 
diversity, we have the fact of each of them serving @ distinct perceptible 
purpose ‘ z 

Or, it may be that the word ‘kiripti ip the myunction ‘ kb piir 
racayat.’ does not refer to the Mantra (* Ayuryaynena hulputūn, ete ) , 
what 1t does 19 to denote the multipheaty of the actson (ot kalpana), be- 
cause all words depend upon the objects they sigmify Conscynently, 
firstly, because the plural number distinctly denotes a diversity ot 
Actions, and secondly, because a distinct diversity 3s aceepted as hased 
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upon the diversity of the qualifications (ts Ayu,” etc.),—the Mantra 
(Ayuryajnéna kalpatan:, etc.) in question comes to be taken as referring to 
Kalpana as qualified by Ayu, etc.; and in this manner they come to fulfil 
what is laid down in the Brahmana-direction (‘ klriptīirvācayati °) ; thereby 
coming to serve distinctly perceptible purposes, each part must be taken 
as having a distinct purpose of its own. 

Objection: “In that case, how is it that the Brahmana uses the 
“ word ‘vacayati ’? because the object of this Verb must be a word (while 
“the word ‘klripti’ has been explained as ‘ something qualified by dyu, 
“ which could not be the object of ‘ vācayati, ete., which means ‘ makes 
“ to pronounce’)? ” 

Reply. This is no incongruity at all; because the word is used 
in both senses. That is to say, just as people use the word ‘ vacayati’ with 
reference toa person uttering a word, so, in the same manner, when a 
person is found to speak of a certain object by means of a certain word, 
then with regard to the person who makes him speak of it, we use the 
word ‘viicayati? (= makes to speak). Hence the sense of the injunction 
klriptir vācayati comes to be that when the sacrificer proceeds to pronounce 
the word expressive of the action of Kiriptt (or Kalpana), then the 
Adh uryw priest makes him pronounce it (‘vdcayatz’). And inasmuch 
as the Mantras (‘ Ayuryajnena kalpatam’ and the rest) indicate so 
many distinct Kalpanas, it is only when each of them is accepted as a 
distinct Mantra by itself that it is found to serve a perceptible purpose 
and hence in such cases the sentences must be admitted to be distinct. 


ADHIKARANA (18) 
[Definiteon of Anushanga ] 


Sitra (48): Anushanga is the means of completing the Sen- 
tence, because it is such as is equally applicable (to it) 


In connection with the Jyotshtoma, three Homas are laid down (vz, 
the Ayneyi, the Saumī and the Vawshnavi), and it 1s laid down—by the 
sentence ‘agnmmanikam,’ etc, that in the beginning of each of these the 
Agneyt Homa has to be offered And the thee Mantras enjomed 
for the Agneyi, accompanying the first of these, the Brahmana lays 
down in its complete form—eg (1) ‘ Yate agné ayāçayā taniirvarsheshthd, 

swah%’, and those for the other two are mentioned only in then 
incomplete forms—such as (2) ‘ Yate agné rayāçaya’ and (3) ‘ Yate agnë 
haracaya ’ 

Tu the case of these two, masmuch as the subject ıs introduced 
by the word ‘ya’ (that which), which 13 1 the feminine gender, the sen- 
tences cannot be complete without some word denotative of a feminine 
object And no use can be made of an incomplete sentence, conse- 
quently, with a view to avoid this mconsistency, 1t becomes necessary to 
supply a part of the sentence that would supply the mussing factor 
Because in the Veda, not even a single incomplete sentence ıs found to be 
used, consequently in cases where the sentence met with happens to be 
incomplete, the factor necessary for its completion must be sought out 
from*somewhere else 

Nor, too, 1s actual sensuous Perception the only means of cognising 
Vedic Mantras, because they can be cognised by means of Inference and 
the other means of knowledge just as well as by means of Sense-percep- 
tion Hence it is only when all the five means of knowledge have 

ailed, that a certain sentence can be relegated to the sixth one of Negation 
(2 e , actually denied) In the case in question we should not rest idle; no 
sooner we find Sense-pe:ception not affording us the requisite knowledge 
of the completing factor, if we also find Inference and the rest all equally 
inoperative, then alone we should conclude the Mantra to be made up of 
that mcomplete sentence alone. If, however, any one of these means of 
cognition supphes the knowledge of the missing factor, then the Manira 1s 
to be taken as made up of the sentence thus completed, which, before the 
addition of this factor, was wanting Thus then, it 1s by Apparent 
Inconsistency that we are led to the general conclusion that there ıs a 
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messeng factor And thus there beng no room for the functioning of 
Negation, the incomplete sentence ıs wholly incapable of being used 

Thus then, there arses the question as to whether this missing 
factor ıs to be supplied out of the Veda, or out of certain sentences of 
ordinary parlance, —ın the former case the mussing factor being found 
in the preceding Mantra, ın the shape of ‘ taniirvaishishtha,’ etc 


PURVAPAKSHA 


It is to be supplied out of sentences of ordinary parlance Because 
a part of the Vedic sentence, being naturally bound up with this 
sentence, cannot go to any other place, sentences of ordinary parlance, 
‘on the other hand, can be used anywhere and ‘or ay purnose that one 
‘‘hkes That ıs to say, just as such Vedic objects as the ‘ Ahavaniya' 
‘fire and the like never tarn aside fiom their purposes as definitely 
“laid down in the Veda, so, ın the same manner, a part of a Vedic 
“sentence is bound hard and fast to that sentence of which ıt actually 
‘forms part ın the text, and as such it cannot be used anywhere else 
“A part ot the ordinaiy sentence, ou the other hand, is not so bound 
“up, and as such ıt can be used anywhere one hikes, and as such there 
* would be nothing incongruous in its beg taken up for the purpose 
“of the supplying of the missing part of any sentence Consequently, 
“it is only ı part of the ordinary sentence that can be brought ın to 
“complete two Mantras in question 
“ On the ground, however, of the Vedic sentence being found ready 
“to hand, and as such its use being much easier, while the ordinary 
‘sentence has to be composed,—if someone were to supply the missumg 
“part out of a Vedic sentence, taking it only as an ordmary sentence, 
“then nothing can be said against ıt All that we mean is that 
“any such sentence, separated from its proper place, should not be 
“ considered as Vedic Fo. instance, when during the reading of such 
‘‘works as the Mahābhārata and the lke, 1f we come across certain 
‘ Vedic sentences, we read them as ordinary sentences, and not with the. 
‘restrictions of pronunciation, etc , attendant upon the Vedic sentence 
“And further, if,—on the ground of the sentence ‘ydte rayagaya ’ 
‘“‘bemg as closely proximate to the sentence ‘ tanirvarsshtha@’ etc., as the 
‘first sentence ‘yätë aydcaya ’—the ‘taniirvarsishtha, ete, should be 
“taken along with ‘ y@té rayacaya,’—then ın that case the Mantra should 
‘ be pronounced exactly as it would be found in the text (2 e., 1t should 
“be read as ‘ tanirvarshishthé svh yate rajāçayā’), which 
“would be absurd For this reason, too, the missing factor cannot be 
“supphed out of the Vedic sentence.” 
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SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the following reply It 1s only when the Veda 
has ceased to function towards a certain end, that there can be an occasion 
for the functionng of ordinary sentences, and the functionmg of the 
Veda can be believed to have ceased, only after all effort and attempt to 
find 16 out has totally failed 

That 1s to say, a Vedic sentence can be completed only by supplying 
the missing part from out of a Vedic sentence, and not from out of an 
ordinary sentence , because the Veda is the only means of knowing Dharma 
If, however, the most diligent search on our part fails to show us a Vedic 
sentence duly functioning towards the required end, then alone can the 
Veda allow of the completing of its sentence by the help of ordinary 
sentences And this search proceeds from what is most proximate (to 
the incomplete sentence) to one remote from it 

For mstance, a meaning thatis not found ın the root is looked for 
in the affix, that which ıs not found inthe whole word is looked for m 
another word (of the same sentence), that which 1s not foand in the same 
sentence 1s looked for ın another sentence (of the same context), 1f agam 
it is not found in any such sentence, 1b 18 looked for ın another context 
altogether 

That 1s to say, when a certain fact as expressed by the root or the 
affix is found to be wanting in a certain factor, then if another meaning 
capable of supplying the missing link 1s found m the same (root or affix), 
then it ıs all well and good If it ıs not found m the same root or affix, 
then, without being idle, we must look for it in the affix or the root 
(respectively). If, however, ıt ıs not found m any of these, then it 
should be looked for m the word preceding or following it immediately. 
If it is not found ın the immediately proximate word, then it 18 looked 
for in another word, a step or two removed from the original word. If 
it is not found in the same sentence, then in the same manner as m 
the case of the word, it should be sought after in other sentences in the 
same context. If not found even there, then it should be looked for 
in other contexts, ın the order that they may present themselves. If, 
however, ıt is not found anywhere ın the Veda, then alone can we 
reasonably seek for it in the sentences of ordinary parlance. When not 
found even ım these, then we must conclude ıt to be non-existent ; and 
then accepting our notion of incompleteness to be a mistaken one, we 
must accept the Mantra to be complete, just as 1b 18 

In all cases, when we do not find the missmg factor in a sentence 
close to the mcomplete sentence, then we can bring it in from one 
removed from it. But in case one happens to be found much nearer, 
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the bringing ın of a remote sentence 1s as unauthoritative as if ıt were 
non- Vedic 

Hence m the case ın question, the muissmg factors of the two 
sentences—'yd i rajagaya’ and ‘ya té haragaya’—not bemg found 
either in any one word contamed m the sentence, or ın the sentence 1tself, 
we conclude that this missing factor must be found ım another sentence 
And just the same factor that is wanted im these sentences 1s found m 
another sentence, which immediately precedes the one incomplete 
sentence, and 1s only one step removed from the other—(that is to say, the 
sentence ‘y të agné ayagayd tanith, etc. Though this factor (‘tanurvar- 
sushth@, etc ) having got all that ıs necessary for ıb in the first Mantra, 
does not stand in need of the subsequent Mantras, yet masmuch those 
two Mantras are incomplete without that factor, and not finding any- 
thing else mentioned in closer proximty to themselves, they lead the 
person concerned to the follewmg conclusion ‘Though it was not 
possible for this missmg factor to be read but once, and then ın close 
proximity to all the three Mantras, and as ıb ıs not actually repeated 
over and over again, on account of 1is bemg got at by other means,—yet 
it 1s such that 1b 1s distinctly mndacaced by our purpose or need also,—and as 
such, people should not be led away, by attaching undue significance to 
the fact of proxumty, to connect 16 wilh one (the first) Mantra only’ 

Though 1t18 true thai vbe factos, ‘tandh,’ etc, actually precedes the 
Mantra, ‘ Ya ië rajāçayā,’ yet 14 can be supphed only m that place of this 
Mantra where 1t 18 actually wanted to complete the sentence Because 
that sentence appears in the place that ıb does, only with view to pomt 
out that ıb forms part of the next sentence also, and a due consideration 
of its capabilities and its position im the second Mantra 1s regulated in 
accordance with that m the previous Manira The sentence bemg 
actually mentioned only once, 16 1s absolutely smpossible for 16 to be 
mentioned in that part of the supsequent sentences where 16 18 required , 
and hence 1t1a mentioned mite due sequential order m connection with 
one Mantra only ; and as for tho other two, its mdication is just enough 
to show that1t forms part of thesc also Thus then, being duly compre- 
hended to be so, (1) because it 12 naturally incapable of occupying any 
other position, (2) because the incomplete sentences themselves do not 
want it in any other place; ana (2) because im the case of the first Mantra 
it has been found to be capable of occupying a position at the end of 
the sentence, therefore even in the case of the other two Mantras 1b is 
only at the end that ıt is added. 

The author of the Bhashya, however, holds that masmuch as the factor 
in question is read between the first and second Mantras, it is not expressed 
to whith of ‘these two 1b is mere intimately connécted , and hence to both 
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of them 1t must be taken as equally proximately related , and then he raises 
a doubt as to its connection with the third Mantra, from which 15 is one 
step further removed , and in order to meet this difficulty of intervention 
what the Bhashya does ıs to take the second and the third Mantras togethér 
as forming a single composite whole, which removes the difficulty due 
to the intervention of the sebond Manira, between the missing sentence 
and the third Manira, but then there arises the difficulty that in thas 
sass the missing factor would complete the composite whole torme? 
by the two Mantras), and not botn of them separately , and this 1s met 7 
che declaration that, inasmuch as the composite whole 13 1acapable of bar, 
employed (at a sacrifice), the missing factor must be connected wth aach 
part of ıt, and hence ıb ıs concluded that both parts bemg equauwy 
predominant, and both being equally mecapable of being otherwise ecm- 
pleted, the whole of the missing factor is to be connecied with Sesi c’ 
them 

Having arrived at this conclusion, howe. s2, the Bh&shya proceeds to 
ofer another explanation ‘Ap ca sikankshasya sanmdhuu, ett ,’——cne sen. 
of this bemg that when the missing factor wili have been intycdused u 
the second Mantra. it would immediately come to precede tie dG: ‘arts 
also, and thus there would be no intervention 

Some people hold that the Bhashya ais merhoned the tye etplnai 
tions as equally correct, and as such ophionu! 

But others declare, that not satished with the foro: » pia el? 
the Bhishya has offered the second The reason for the sau cess 01 Roe 
is as follows — 


The two sentences have never been Compose ur duy ts ORe 
single composite whole, and rf they wers 30, we do no. sec 1+, “"e2Gea 
why they shonld have been again composed separriziy Tua’ ʻo Ra 
any two sentences can be taken as one composite Whuolo, it; ir! waen 


they serve the same purpose, 01 (2) when they coutut ke arc words 
In the case in question, howeve:, we tind none of ches, tri ziiitions 
present It may be urged that they actually have the sume y u° 06810 the 
shape of bemg completed by the sams seulenco Bat vzo was vines tor- 
ward thie argument would eviace on his pari, a grauc romeeus on of the 
functions of Mantras! The being completed by a sunleue ToVla LLY COP- 
stitute a want on their part,—how could ıb be an uchon c* wirpoig of 
theirs? And aa the sentence supplied 1s culy % mugsing fp cio., on tLe 8012 
strength of this, 1b 18 not proper to speak o/ the two Muncsrys*.s ‘urctiag one 
composite whole. Ard when you also subsequertiy comr “2 evkrowledge 
ita relationship with each Manira separately, we do not see buw you can 
make a single composite whole of the two Mantras, The assernon cha’ 
they become a composite whole, and then each of thuri becomes 
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connected with the missing factor, would be as unbridled as the freaks and 
tricks of a single (and favourite) son of the king And further, m that 
case, because the missing factor precedes the composite whole, ıt would 
have to be added in the beginning. Nor can it be rightly urged that there 
is no difference between the relative positions of the Mantras with regard 
to the missing factor. Because there ıs a distinct difference of locality 
which makes a difference in the relative position of the Mantras; for 
instance, we find that the missing sentence 1s actually found, ın the first 
Mantra, in the same place that ıt 1s required, while ıt ıs not so in the 
other two Mantias 


For these .easons the only explanation that ıs reasonable ia the 
followmg — 

Akanksha (Want), Sannidhana (Proximity) and Yogyata (Capability),— 
these three conjointly constitute the ground of relationship, and not 
mere wmnmediate sequence That which, being one, 1s yet mentioned 
as related to many things, must be ın closer proximity with only one of 
these, and ıt 1s not this proxemty alone that is accepted as being the 
only ground ot relationsbip Because even in this case, the relationship 
1s based upon all the aforesaid three grounds (and not upon mere 
immediate sequence) What the Proximity does 1s to give mse to a mis- 
taken notion (as to 1elationship), on account of its bringing about an 
idea of its own substrate And this mistaken notion ceases when 
some other related object 1s pointed out, conjomtly, by Want, Proximity 
and Capability Just as the idea of Bhavant being denoted by the 
verbal root ceases on account of the capability of the Bhavand to take 
up the accessories that can never belong to the meaning of the verbal 
root. 

The conclusion atrived at in that case is this- (1) The missing 
factor bemg mentioned for the sake of all incomplete sentences (ım ques- 
tion) , (2) 16 being impossible for ıt to be mentioned in the immediate 
sequence of all of them, and (3) the sentence being one only—ait 1s 
found in close proximity to one of them Consequently mere ımmedrate 
sequence can be no ground of relationship 

By the word ‘sannidhi’ (in the Bhashya) is meant the moving 
about ın the mnd, and this 1s possible when tkere ıs immediate sequence 
as well as when there ıs an mtervention In fact the mtervention of 
a word that ıs related to the factor to be related ıs only a sort of 
immediate sequence Because that which ıs related to the first would 
(when thus related) be in immediate precedence of the second also; and 
when appearing im the second, it would come to have an immediate 
proximity tothe third also Thatis to say, the missing factor required 
by the Mantra ‘ Ya të raydepaya ’ not beg found in the passages follow- 
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ing 1t, 1s looked for ın the preceding passage, and ıs therem found, in 
the form of ‘ tantrvarshistha’ etc , and when attached to this second Mantra, 
it becomes immediately proximate to the third Manira ‘Ya të hardgaya,’ 
and thus becomes related to this last also And beyond this, no other 
Mantra being mentioned, the factor m question rests there 

Thus then, ın all cases, the wants of a sentence, extending both 
backward and forward, takes its stand upon one and thereby becomes 
closely proximate to another sentence, and ıb goes on taking in all that 
is required, until ıt fails to find something capable of being related to it, 
and comes across something altogether incapable of ıt. And then having 
taken ın all that ıt has extended over, its operation comes to an end. 

Though on account of the Mantras being pronounced one after the 
other, wecome to cognise a prozumity and remoteness (in the case of the 
Mantras ‘y& tē rajāçayā, and ‘yā tē harigaya’),—yet the Veda bemg 
eternal, whether the sentences be proximate or removed, then mutual 
requirement and relationship are always simultaneous (because though 
pronounced one after the other, all words of the Veda are equally eternal, 
and there 1s no real precedence or sequence in the case of Vedic words) ; 
and hence the mere fact of a sentence appearing subsequently does not 
make any difference ın 1ts authoritative character 

Thus then, the relationship of words ın a sentence, and that of sentences 
in the context, remain intacé, so long as all the intervention that there 
is, 18 only by such words as (1) are themselves wanting (in a certan 
element), (2) are capable of the same relationship, and (3) are capable 
of making the other sentence also equally proximate (to the factor of 
relationship ). 

Says the Bhashya Avyavadhiné mccehédé’yr ,—and th. sense of this 
1s that when there ıs no intervention, even though there 1s no proximity, 
the factor becomes related, so long as the mtervention of a sentence 
at a distance 1s not by means of a word which ıs contrary to such 
relationship. 

For these reasons Anushanga ıs a ‘sam@pt.’—r.e, the means of 
completing a sentence (samfipyate anna wt samāptıh = that which 
completes) 


SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA TO ADHI (18) 


Question The above discussion applies to those cases where @ sen- 
tence ıtself ıs wanting in an essential part There! aie cases, however, 
where the sentences are complete in themselves, and it 1s only a cer- 
tain part of the sentence that is found to be standing in need of sen- 
tences to which it could be attached; as for instance we have a series of 
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Compete sentences—'‘ Ortpatasted puniita,’ ‘Vakpatsstva punātu, * Devastyà 
vta and at the end of these we find the words ‘ acchidréng 
Paa > Andin this case how would this last be construed °? 
‘On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“The concluding words would have become fully satisfied by bemg 
“construed with the sentence that wmmmediately precedes them, because 
“all the other sentences being complete in themselves, there would be 
“ no reason for admitting of an Anushanga,” 


To the above we make the Blige reply If the words formed 
part of the whole of that sentence which precedes ee immediately, 
then ıt could be as asserted above But as it 1s, they are found to be 
related. only to the verb ‘pundiu’, and as such they cannot but be construed 
with ali the three sentences (as all of them contain that same verb) That 
23 to say, wndependently of any immediate sequence, the words m 
question become related to the verb ‘ pundatu’, and as this verb is 
the same in all the three sentences, the meanimg of this verb too 
must be the same in all No: can the difference of nomimatives—Ozipat,, 
Samir, etc —make any difference im that meaning as connected with 
Crtpate or Vakpat: or Saviire or Deva No ıs the action concerned 
(we, of purifying) subservient to the instrumentality (of acchidra pavitia) 
whereby it would rest satisfied with its single contact with such istra- 
mentality Thus then the instrumenti (acchidrena pavitrepa) bemmg subsi- 
diary to the act.on (Verb ‘ pundtu’), the words denoting the mstrament 
will have to be used as often as the verb would be used, yust as the fuel is 
used so long ac there 18 cookeng 

Tie Joflowmg argument might be myged here “Though the action of 

pursfyeng wi one, jet, that which shoula be connected with the instromeat, 15 
the Act.ce which 16 quehfed by that nomimative, in connection with whom 
the reiationetas of the Iustrament 1s found to be mentioned directly 
For wetanee, (1) 1 the Jyoteshtoma ‘sacrifice, the cooking wo malk 1 
found to be spoxen of in connection with thet Agent who is connected 
with the Mastravarunagraha (and not the other grahas mentioned along 
with it), sud hence the said cooking is not found to go beyond that which 
ww guelfied by the Mazt:dvarunugraha, and (2) the nommative ‘ Ostpati’ 
is Joined to one ‘pundtu’ only and not to all the three (In the same 
manner, the ‘ acchidréxa paviirésa ’’ would be jomed to that punite only 

wk has for ts Nomanative ‘ Savty’ and not all the three) ” 
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To the above we make the following reply The restricted appheation 
of the aforesaid ‘cooking’ 1s due to the fact of each graha giving rise 
to a diıstmct Apiirva (Result), and in the case of the second instance 
cited, the nominative ‘O:tpate’ 1s not construed with all the three 
“pundtu,’ simply because of the distinct mention of other nommatives 
(ın the shape of Vakpat: and Savir’) Thatis to say, masmuch as the 
repetition of the grahas, such as those of the Audra, Vdydva, 
Martı varuna, Fe, serve to bring about transcendental results, the 
diiference among these results restricts the applicability of the ‘cooking ’ 
In the case in question there ıs no such restrictive agency Because. 
as for the Instrument, 16 is used up im serving the purposes of the 
Action, and hence by means of the expression of the Instrument, 
itis the same action that comes to be expressed over and over agam And 
the acien being the same im all the three cases, ıt stands, in each case, 10 
need of a mention of the Instrument Though the mention of the nomma- 
tave ‘ Vakpatz” sets aside the nommative character of ‘C2tpats,’ as both 
have exactly the same action of purafyung yet, n no case do we find any 
other Instrument that could take the position of the ‘ acchzdra pavitra’ and 
oust ıt out of the sentence. Nor is the Instrument due to the Nomina- 
tive , and as such, a difference in the Nommative could not necessarily 
make a difference m the Instrument, because all cases of nouns being 
taken up by the verb, they have no relations amongst themselves 

Objection: “In that case the instrament ım question would have 
“to be construed with the word ‘ pundiu’ ın whichsoever Mantra it might 
“* be found ” 

That does not touch our position Just asin the case of the Dargapiirna- 
mäsa sacrifice certam purificatory rites are laid down m connection with 
the grass therem used (and they are not applied to the grasses used 
in all sacrifices), so in the case in question also, the particular instromen- 
tality mentioned would not belong to any and every ‘punāin’, all that 
it would mean would be that the mstrumentahty of the acchidra pamira 
belongs only to that action of the word ‘ pundtu,’ which 1 meant in this 
particular context Andasa matter of fact, we actually perceive that 
this action is the same in all the three Masfras m qnueszion and not 
m any other Manira, because m othe: Mantras, the acten denoted ls 
the word pundiw’ 15 the purification of other materials (ara mot *Le 
one meant to be purrfied by means of the three Mantras under conmaer 
ation) 

Objection: “In that case, all the three havmg the same petion ine 
“ Mantras would become optional alternatives.” 

Reply: True ıt would be so, but in the absence of an Ipzuncton 
distinctly laymg down the number ‘ three’ with the regard to the We're 
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to be used,—how do we know that all the three Mantras are to be 
employed jconjointly (that 18 to say, there is nothing incongruous to the 
three Mantras being used alternately) All the three ‘punātu’ continumg 
m the mind, when the words ‘acchidréna pavtrena’ are pronounced, 
the requisite proximity of these latter with each ‘punaté’ becomes 
quite possible ın the case of the three Mantras under consideration , 
and this could not be said with regard to any other Mantra» 

Thus then, we conclude that though the word ‘ pundtu’ occurs m 
all the three Mantras, yet being (ın all cases) taken up by the mstramen- 
tality expressed by the words ‘acchdréna pavitréna’ ıt ıs always as 
qualified by that instrnmentahty that the Verb ‘pundiu’ comes to be 
wanted (in all the three Mantras) 

That 1s to say, the words ‘acchedréna pavitréna’ occurring at the 
end of all the repeated Mantras, and havmg no other refuge, they 
take their refuge in the word ‘pundtw’, then the Verb comes to be 
in the form ‘punatu acchidréna partréna’; and as the word ‘pundtu’ 
in the sentence immediately preceding these words 1s the same as that 
in the other two Mantas, at the time that the connection of the action 
‘ puntu’ with the instrumentality of ‘acchedréna pavilréna’ is expressed, 
(and as such the Verb is taken up by that instrumentality), the other 
words of the sentence standing in need of an action, they admit of 
an actron as together with the sad wnsirumentality, and hence we 
must admit of the Anushanga of the words in question in all the 
three Mantras 

When through this Anushanga the words ‘acchidréna pavitrena’ 
should be repeated with each sentence, if people pronounce the Mantras 
as they are, leaving the relation of the wstrumentality to be understood, 
it must be regarded as due to meroidleness, And as we have shown 
above that the missing factor may be found either in the preceding or 
in the following sentences, the assertion of some people—that it 18 to 
be taken from a preceding sentence only—should be taken only as 
showing how the Anushaùga works in a generality of cases (and it does 
not preclude the possibility, m special cases, of 1ts bemg taken from the 
following sentences also). 
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ADHIKARANA (19) 
[Treating of the absence of Anushanga in cases of enterruption | 


Sutra (49) : There is no Anushanga where there is an inter- 
vention (of unconnected words). 


This Adhekarana 1s brought in simply by way of a counter-mstance 
to the functioning of mere Prorimsty (in the matter of the Anushatga) 
As 16 18 found that where the mte: vention 1s by words not connected with 
the factor to be brought m, we do not accept an Anushanga in view of 
the ircongruity mvolved 

For stance, in the case of the sentences (1) ‘Santé vayurvdténa 
gacchatam,’ (2) ‘Sanayatrarrangam,’ and (3) ‘ Sanyaynopatragsha,’— 
though the missing factor ‘ gacchatém’ 1s admitted as forming part of the 
first Mantra, itis found to be meapable of bemg taken along with the 
second, because of the plural number of the noun ‘angam’ (which would 
take the verb ‘ gacchantim’ and not ‘gacchatém’); and thus the fac- 
tor m question not bemg equally construable with all the Mantras in 
question, it cannot be taken along with the therd Mantra, though the 
nominative in this—‘ yajnapatvh’—1is in the smgula: and as such quite 
compatible with the smgular of ‘ gacchatdém.’ [It 1s on account of the 
intervention, of the unconnected second Mantra, between (1) and (3) 
that this verb ‘gacchat@m’ 18 not taken with (3)]. 

And thus the missing factor of (2) and (3) not bemg found m 
the Veda, we are forced to admit one out of ordinary parlance, and 
hence in both of these we supply the necessary word from without, 
And though the words ‘gacchaniim’ (m the second Mantra) and 
‘ gacchatam’ (in the third) are not actually pronounced, yet ther exis- 
tence must be admitted; as otherwise the signification of the sentence 
would remain incomplete (for want of a Verb). 

Thus then 10 the case ın question there is no Anushaaga. 

The use of this discussion hes in the fact that, 1f certam words formed 
an Anushanga, they would form a Mantra; and as such any mistakes ete., 
im the pronunciation of these would have to be accompanied by expiatory 
mtes, whereas ifthe words supplied are out of ordinary sentences, they do 
not constitute a Mantra, and hence any mistakes m pronunciation, etc , are 
not so serious as to entail an expiatory rite 

To this end it has been declared that—(1) that which 1s directly 
mentioned ın the Veda, and (2) that which 1s brought in by means of 
an Anushange, are counted as having the character of Mantras, where- 
as all sentences of ordinary parlance, bemg similar to assumed sentences, 
can never be recognised to have the character of Mantras. 


Thus ends the First Pada of Adhyayu IT 
77 


ADHYAYA II. 
PADA Il 
\DHIKARANA (1) 
[Treating of Difference wn the Apurvas of Subsidiary sacizfices | 


Sistru (1). When there is a different word, there 1s a different 
karma, because of its being specially qualified. 


In the foregomg imtroductory chapter we have dealt with all matters 
connected, directly and induectly, with the subject under consideration , 
and now we aie going to take up the subject-matter of the Adhydya 
im the shape of the difference among actions on the ground of the 
difference among words, etc etc 

And first of all we take up the differences caused by the difference 
of expressions, because ıb 18 this difference that poimts out most 
clearly the difference among actions. In connection with this we should 
have e:ted the examples of all verbal forms connected with one or 
many verbal affixes—such as ‘ yajatz,’ ‘ dadūtı, ” ‘zuhote,’ ‘nervapate, cte 
The Bhashya has eted only three—‘yajah,’ ‘dad@le’ and ‘suhotn, 
because, masmuch as all these denote the giving away of something, their 
magnifications are all akin, and as such they naturally appear to have 
identical meanings. 

And on this pomt, masmuch as there are three kinds ot Pirvapatsha 
utroduced m the Bh&shya, ıt seems as 1f she doubt on the pomi m 
question should also bave been expressed in three ways, 

‘whese are —-(1) Do the three Phavands—denoted by tue three words 
(yagats, &e )—biing about a single Apurva, or three distinct Apilrvas? 
(2) Do the three denotations of the three 100ts quahfy a smgle Bhavand, 
or three distinct Bhdvands? (3) Do the three roots denote a single abject 
or three distinct objects ? 

The Bhashya uses the word ‘k@ya’ equally with regard to the 
Apinva, the Bhavana and the ubject denoted by the roots, because each of 
these ıs equally helped by somethmg else, inasmuch as (a) the Bhavand 
serves to produce the Apirva, (b) the denotateon of the root qualifies the 
Bhavana, and (c) the root expresses the denotation of the root, and as 


DIFFERENCE IN APURVAS OF SUBSIDIARY SACRIFICES 6LL 


such these latter three are spoken of as ‘helps’ to the former three 
1espectively 

The ground of doubt is this We find that things exert their causal 
efficiency in two ways, wz, singly and collectwely, and, consequently, 
wheneve: we find certain objects acting, there naturally arises a doubt 
as to the character of the object themselves. 

Asa matter of fact, however, there ıs only one doubt ın connection 
with this subject. In the case of the three verbs, is there only one 
Bhéviina as qualified by the denotations of the three roots, or is thers a distinct 
Bhavana for the denotation of each root? What the word ‘kirme’ (in the 
Jutrā) denotes is the Bhävanā as qualified by the denotation of the root 
And 161s the Bhavana that would be differentiated by means of different 
words, ete As for the Apirva, inasmuch as ıb 1s not directly ex- 
pressed by the words in question, and as ıb follows ın the wake of the 
action itself, ıt cannot form a subject of separate treatment Though 
the “uny of three toot-meanmgs” spoken of ın the Bhashya 1s not 
possible in the case of all root-meanings, yet ıt might be mentioned, 
somehow or other, ın connection with the roots ‘yape, ete, nm question , 
but im the case of these, though if may be possible, yet much stress 
should not be laid upon this amty. Thus then the root-meanings being 
really different, there seems to be yet another ground for doubt in the mmd 
of the Pirvapoksh:, mz, Is the Bhavand mentioned as subservient to the root- 
meaning, and as such does ıt end with each Root-meaning ? or are Root- 
meanings subservient to the Bhkdvan@, and as such they conjointly serve 
to qualify it © 

On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A) 


“ib is conporntly that the Root-meanings qualify the Bhavand 
“Inasmuch as the Bhashya of.en uses the word ‘samud&ya’ (‘ combin- 
‘‘ation”)—as im the sentences, ‘ samudfyagekirshetah,” ‘ samudiydidékam- 
“ apiirvam,’ ‘na cicablah samudayah,’ etc —and as it speaks of the Apiir- 
“eq as one only, 16 seems clear that the idea demred to ne conveyed 
“was that a single Apirva follows from all the three Bhaévanis And m 
“ support of this idea the Bhiashya brings fo: ward the following arguments 
‘Tn the first instance, that which 1s not seen is concluded to be non est, 
“and also so long as (in the absence of the unseen factor) there appears 
“no meompatibihity in what is actually seen (with what 1s spoken of), 
“bs concluded that the unseen does not exist, it is only when there 
“ıs a contradiction between the seen and the apoken, that we can rightly 
‘‘sssume the existence of the unseen, and hence, when the contradiction 
‘is removed by the assumption of only one such unseen factor, there 
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“veed be no assumption of many such factors It ıs witha view to this 
“ thatıt has beeu declared ‘When there 1s a contradiction, then alone 
“can an unseeu factor be assumed, whereby the seen or the heard would 
“become supported’ And under the circumstances if there were no 
“ difference—on the ground of simpheity—between the assumption of one 
“and that of many factors, then we might go on assuming many factors , 
“but, as a mattet of tact, we do perceive such a difference , hence it must 
“be admitted that a siugle unseen ‘ Apiirva’ follows from the combination 
“of the three Bhduunds”” |Thus ıs Purvapaksha A ] 

This statement of the Pirvapaksha, however, 1s open to the following 
objection © ‘What ıs that word that has laid down the Combination of 
Bhavanas, wherefiom the single Apirva would follow’ And ın view of 
this objection the Bhashya states the Purvapaksha somewhat differently as 
tollows — 


PURVAPAKSHA (B) 


Says the Bhashyw. “witha vā yazetétyétasya puivo bhāgo, etc And 
‘ the sense of this is that the words denote a sengle Bhavani as qualified 
“by the denotateons of the three roots. In support of this we have the 
“followiug arguments Inasmuch as (in all verbs) it 1s the denotation 
“ot the Afhx (which is the Bhāranā) that ıs the predominant factor, 
“at cannot, as such be difterent with each Root, masmuch as the Root- 
“meanings are spoken of as subservient to that denotation of the Affix, 
“they must be taken as collectively (qualifying ıt) That is to say, 
“if, m the case of verbs, the Root-meamngs formed the predominant 
‘factors, then alone would the Bhdvan@ be subservient to them, and 
“as such would be different with each Root-meaning, as a matter of 
“fact, however, ın all verbs, predommance belongs to the Bhavana, 
“ and specially as the Root and the Affix are both parts of the denotation 
“of the Affix (ze, the Bhavana), ıt must be admitted that the Sacrifice 
“ (denoted by the root ‘yay’ in ‘yajatr’), the gift (denoted by the root 
‘““¢ da’ in the word ‘daddiv’), and the lbation (denoted by the root 
“é hay? an § guhoty’), all conjointly qualify a single Bh@vand just as in the 
‘‘ case of the sentence ‘ Arunayd put gdkshya tkahdyanya gavā swni» krindt.,’ 
“all the adjectives mentioned conjointly qualify the cow Then (as to 
“why, if the Bha@van@ meant is only one, there are three distinct 
“affixes, along with the three words ‘yayate,’ etc), though ıb 18 not 
“possible for the principal object to be repeated with each of ts 
“ subsidiaries (qualifications), yet, inasmuch as it is absolutely impossible 
‘for the Root by itself or the Affix by itself to be used ın a sentence, it 
“becomes necessary for us to repeat the Affix with each root, at least 
“with a view to making the use of the root possible (as without an affix 
“the root could not be used, and a use of the root s necessary, As 
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“pouting out the qualifications of the Bhavana) If we met with the 
‘‘affix alone, as we do with ‘ Krināt’ (ın the sentence before quoted J 
“then, though pronounced but once, ıt would become connected with 
“all the roots, just as the verb ‘krindt:’ becomes connected with all 
“the adjectives, ‘arunaya’ and the rest Bat as the Affix by itself 
“could never form a word, no such can ever be met with; and ıt has 
“to be repeated And we have often met with instances where there are 
‘ repetitions for the sake of the connection of different qualifications, eg, 
“** Gayuryaynéna kalpataim ’ and ‘ prano yagnena kalpatim’, and agam ‘Dadhna 
“ guhotr” and ‘ payasd juhote’ ,—‘ Aindravayavam grhnats’ and ‘ mattrivaru- 
“nam grhnair, and so forth We even find a repetition of the same action, 
“for mstance, the ‘ Jyotshtoma’ is performed many times over, with a 
“view to connect it with the various Deities laid down in connection 
“with it 

“Thus then, inasmuch as all the verbs concerned serve the single 
‘ purpose (of denoting the Bhavana), all of them—‘ yaya,’ ‘dadatz,’ 
“and ‘ guhot: ’—must be taken as forming a single sentence, and thus the 
“ Action being one, the resultant Apurva must be one only.” 

It ıs only this second statement of the Pérvapaksha that 1s the correct 
one , and not the former one, which was based upon a combination of all the 
Bhavanis. Because (1) when the Bhavands are distinct, their results, 
the Apirvas, must necessarily be many, and (2) because the Bhivands 
could not be taken as forming a single collective whole, unless they be 
expressed by a single word. 

That ıs to say, (1) if the Pérvapaksh admits the Bhavands to 
be distinct, then, 1nasmuch as this distinctness could not be possible 
without their resultant Apurvas also bemg distinct, he would have to 
admit these latter also to be distinct and many, and then what useful 
purpose could be served by the statement of the Pirvapaksha? (2) And we 
can admit of a collective whole being formed of many mdıvıduals, only 
under two conditions, vz. : (a) when we find that many are spoken of, subse- 
quently, by a smgle name; eg, having laid down three sacrifices, the 
Veda concludes with ‘one who performs this Paurnamdsi sacrifice, ete., 
where we find the single name ‘ Paurnamasi’ apphed to the previously 
enjoined three sacrifices ; and (b) when many actions are found to conjointly 
lead to a single result; eg, ‘one should offer the Rajasiiya if he desıres 
the Kingdom of Heaven,’ where the name ‘ Rajasilya’ 1s given to 
a number of sacrifices, which together lead to the specified result, 
In the case m question, however, we find none of these two conditions ; 
and as such we cannot admit of a single collective whole being made up 
of the three Bhavands 

Objection - “But we do meet with the sentence ‘jyotsshtoména,’ etc. 
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“from which ıt ıs clear that a single composite whole is formed by the 
“* yajate, ete” 

Reply. But 16 13 not so, because the word ‘ Jyotishtoma’ identifies 
itself only with the root ‘yage’ (to saciifice), and as such ıb would 
point to the sacrifices only 

For these reasons the former representation of the Pérvapaksha 
is not tenable 

We have therefore to mterpret the portion of the Bhashya that 
appears to be a statement of the previous Pirvapakshe, ın the followmg 
manner — 

The Pérvapaksha comes to be this “The Action laid down by the 
“three sentences 1s one only, but variously colomed, like the rainbow, 
“by the denotations of the three roots, and m support of this the 
“following arguments have been brought forward If we accept this 
“conclusion then ıt ıs necessary to make but a shght assumption of 
“the unseen factor, If the actions are held to be different, then it 
“would be necessary to assume many unseen factors, for which there 
“ could not be the least justification For these reasons ‘a single composite 
“ag meant to be expressed, —by which it is meant that there are many 
“parts of a single Action. Therefore we must conclude that in the word 
“‘vagéta,’ the first part ‘yap’ signifies the sacrejice, and the second part 
“momifies the Bhavana, and so forth Some people seem to think that the 
‘expression ‘atha vā’ im the Bhéshya isa mistaken reading. Butit could 
“ be very well explained in the following manne: The Bhashya has brought 
“forwaid two sets of arguments in favour of the Pirvapaksha , having 
‘explained the first of these, in tne shape of the advantage of assuming 
“less of the unseen than whatis necessary in the other theory, ib 1s only 
“right that ıt should ıntroduce the second by ‘atha vā’ (‘or, secondly’) 
“That is to say, the sense of the Bhishya comes to be this It 18 not 
“necessary for us to point out the disadvantage, in the other theory, of 
“having to assume mach more of the unseen element, asitis by means 
“ of the words themselves that we shall prove the Bhavana to be one only. 
« And ıb proceeds to do this by showing that though the first parts of the 
“verbs differ from one another, yet inasmuch as all of them have 
“the same affix, their denotations are identical This is what is meant 
“by the sentence (Gn the Bhadshya) ‘iatha dadatix piirvo daddtyartham 
“ wttarastaméva bhiivayédity’ The latter portion of this seems at first 
“moht to mean that the second part shows that the object of the Bhavani 
“as the Root-meaning, but thisis not what is meant, because 1t has been 
“shown that m all cases that which is denoted by the Root can never 
“be the object of the Bhavani, and also because any such assertion, 
“could never be of any use to the Pérvapaksh, In the same manner 
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“if cannot be said that the Root-meaning is described by the second 
“ part of the verb. Therefore we must construe the sentence as follows : 
“In the word ‘dadāti,’ the first part (the root ‘d@’) signifies to give; 
‘Cand the second part (the affix) serves to describe that—Bhdvana—which 
“ has been previously denoted by the affix in ‘ yaj&ta,’"—the only purpose 
" of this descriptive reiteration by ‘ daddii,’ of the previously denoted Bha- 
“vanð being the connecting of the said Bhavana with the denotation of a 
‘root other than the former (‘yajz’). The same may be said with regard 
“to the word ‘juhotz’ also. That such is the sense of the Bhashya 
“ig also shown by the fact that in connection with the word ‘yajéta,’ 
“the Bhadshya does not make use of the word ‘ anuvaduti’ (describes), 
“the oniy reason whereof being that in this case there is no Bhévand, 
“previously expressed, that could be described (by the affix in ‘ yayéia’), 
“Tf the Bhashya had meant the denotation of the Root to be the object 
“ of the Bhdvand, then this would apply to the first verb, as well as to the 
“other two (and thus there could be no difference in the way of 
‘explaining the signification of the three verbs); and the Bhashya could 
“not have left off the first verb (‘yajéia’) and made the declaration 
“(of the root denotation being the object of the Bhavana) with regard 
“to the last two only. Consequently we must take the Bhishya only as 
“ pointing to the singleness of the Bhavand. Thus then, there is a single 
“ Bhiivand, and a single Action, in the case in question. 

“The Bhdshya passage—‘ Yadod yajatigabdena vihitam,’ etc.,—must 
“ be taken as pointing out the fact of the meaning of all the three roots 
“in question being the same, because in all three we have the common 
“factor of giving wp one’s possession. Even if, for purposes of takiug the 
“verbs ‘dadaid’ and ‘juhott’ as merely descriptive of ‘yajéta,’ we have 
“to have recourse to indirect indication (by those two words),—then 
“ too, this would be far more reasonable than the assumption of many 
“unseen factors, which would be necessary, In case we took the three words 
“as expressing three distinct actions. Specially as in descriptions, the 
“ process of indirect indication is not objectionable, because the purpose 
“ofthe ‘ description’ is to lay down a particular accessory. For in- 
“stance, in the case of the sentence (‘Gireyaya htrapyam dadūti *\, the 
“ first sentence lays down the action of giving, the gold as the object to 
“be given, and Atreya as the person to whom it is to be given 5 ang what 
“the following sentence does is simply to lay down the ‘Dakshina = the 
“object to be given away. It might be urged that ‘ Dakshipa being 
“the name (of a sacrifice) it could not be taken only as laying down 
“an accessory detail (the object to be given away). But the reply to 
“this is that the word can be taken as a name, only if we accept the 


“sentence, in which it occurs, to be an injunction of a certain action. 
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“ As a matter of fact, however, we hold it to be only ‘descriptive’ of what 
“has gone before, aud hence, as otherwise the sentence would become 
“absolutely meaningless, we must admit it to be the injunction of an 
“accessory detail, Thus, then, ıt must be admitted that ıt 1s with refer- 
“ ence to the denotations of the verbs ‘ yayatz,’ ‘dadh, and ‘yuhotz,’ that 
“the Bhashya has declared ‘ékam karyam,’ which only means that the 
“ signification of the roots is one only, and hence, in accordance with 
“ the maxim that ‘anything besides a certam object must be for its sake, 
‘we conclude that the roots ımply a single Apūrva and the verbs denote 
~“ different actions ” 
SIDDHANTA 
To all that has been urged above, we make the following reply — 


Whenever there ıs a difference in the denotations of the Roots, 
we must conclude that the Bhavana also is distinct in each case And 
when a Bhāvanā has once appeared as quahfied by the denotation of one 
Root, ıt 1s not possible for the same Bhāvanā to be subsequently qualified 
by others as well 

That ıs to say, though the word denoting the Bhāvanā ıs one only, 
and ita denotation—the Bhavana—forms the predommant factor, yet 
whenever there ıs a difference in the qualifying Root-denotation, the 
Bhavana must be admitted to be distinct also Nor 18 ıt possible for 
thiee Root-denotations to fall m within a single Bhavan@ Nor can they 
form a single composite whole, because all them equally have the same 
purpose of expressing the instrumental factor (of the Bhāvanā), and also 
because each of them is expressed by a different word, quite independently 
of another. Nor is it possible for a simgle Root-denotation to melude 
within itself three Root-denotations , and 16 ıs not possible for three 
Roots, independent of one another, to be laid down, ma single word, 
for the sake of any Affix, because in the matter of the adapting of affixes 
Panini uses the word ‘dhaidh’ (IIT-1-91), where great sigmificance 
attaches to the singular number (and this shows that ın one word one 
root can be adapted to only one affix) Nor ıs ıt posmble for the three 
verbs to form a single sentence, as they do not serve the same purpose, 
they do not appear incomplete on being separated (and as such they 
do not fulfill the conditions of syntactial unity), and it is not posmble 
to make a single sentence ont of them, by assuming a single Apirva 
(as following from them), because such an assumption has been negataved 
under Sätra I1-1-47, and also because the difference or non-difference 
among Actions is not dependent upon a difference or non-difference 
among Apirvas, asa matter of fact ıt is quite to the contrary (s.e, the 
difference or non-difference of Apirvas depending upon that of Actaons). 

And further, if it were possible for the Bhavand by self to bə 
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expressed by any word, then alone could ıt be possible for ıt to be 
referied to by the other verbs, and to be referred to and simultaneously 
qualified by the denotations of the three roots, osz, the Sacrifice, the 
Gift, and the Libaton, hke what we find to be the case when a single 
cow is qualified by many adjectives ‘red,’ etc, occurring ın the same 
sentence, or when the action of Homa is qualified by many materials 
‘Dadhi’ and the rest, mentioned ın many sentences As a matter ef 
fact, however, we never find the Bhavana by itself to be even expresséd 
(by the Affix) apart (fiom the Root), and hence we must conclude 
that ın the case in question, the Bhavana must be brought about either 
by one, or by all, of the verbs (‘dada etc ) Then, if it be held to be 
biought about by all of them, then, inasmuch as there could be no bringing 
about of that which would have been once brought about by one (word— 
‘ dadat.’), we could not but admit each of these verbs to express different 
actions If, on the other hand, the Bhavani were held to be brought 
about by only one of the thiee verbs,—then, there being no reason ım 
favou: of any particular word, 1t could not be ascertamed by which 
one of them it 1s brought about, and ıt would be taken as brought 
about by any one of the three, and under the circumstances, 1t could not 
be qualified by auy root other than that which occurs in the word denoting 
16 And further the Bhavana, havmg pimarily appeared m connection 
with one 10ot-denotation, this denotation, as based upon Direct Dencta- 
tion, would be the most authomtative of all, and as such tt would never 
admit of any optional alternative qualifications in the shape of the 
denotations of other Roots And then, these other Roots having been set 
aside from that Bhavand, they mast come to qualify distinct Bhavands 
of their own, signified by the words in which they themselves occu: Thus 
then we find that in the case of each of these Bhavands, the qualification 
by means of the Root-denotation mentioned in the sam2 word as the 
Bhavana would be such as is inborn (or natural) to them, and based upon 
direct denotation (of the word), whereas a qualification by the denota- 
tions of other roots could, at best, be something extrinsic, and would be 
based upon the exigencies of syntax and the context (and as such the 
former would be by far the most anthoritative process) For instanoe, 
if the word ‘dadat:’ would attend upon the Bhavan’ bound up with 
the word ‘yajah,’ then as the Bh&vand would not be mentioned in the 
same sentence) as the word ‘dadaiz’ itself) and as 1t would be followmg 
in the wake of an altogether different word (‘ yayati’), it could get at 
that Bhavand only through the peculiarities of the context or the 
syntax And so also with the other words ‘ yayazz, and the rest. 
Question: “When the Bhāvanā would be mentioned by the word 
“c dadat.,’ rb would be directly recognised as the same (as that which 
78 
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appears first, the Affix coming in after this, it could not but signify its 
object as connected (with the denotation of the Root), It is for this 
reason that we never come across the pure denotation of the Affix by itself. 
It has also been declared that ‘the terminations, Accusative, ete. 
appearing from out of nouns, always show that the denotation of the noun 
is their qualifier. ’ 

Says the Bhashya: ‘ Prayogavakyageshabhavéna hi samudayasya satia- 
sambandhah’ (the collective whole is believed to exist only on account 
of the supposed Directive Sentence that recapitulates all the subsi- 
diaries as belonging to a single Primary). The sense of this is this: 
The opponent has based his declaration of the Bhavana being qualified 
by the three Root-denotations collectively, on the sole ground of the 
assumption of a single Apirva. And it is a well-known fact that 
an Apiiva is assumed only with a view to rationalise the connection 
between a certain Action and a certain remote Result; and it is also 
known that itis only when the sentences laying down the subsidiaries 
are all taken along with a single supposed Directive Injunction, that 
they become connected with the particular result with which, by them- 
selves, they have no connection at all. And what the supposed Directive 
Injunction does is to take in only those Actions whose particular forms 
have been duly ascertained; and thus when once the distinct form of 
each of the Actions has been ascertained, they come to be recognised as 
distinct from one another; and then it is not possible for them to be 
unified into one composite whole. 

Nor again, in the case of the words ‘daddte’ and ‘ juhots ’ do we find 
them forming part of any supposed Directive Injunction, because the 
only such injunction that we have is ‘yajéta svargakiimah’; and this 
mentions the ‘ yaga’ (sacrifice) only. Nor can the word ‘yaga’ be said 
to indirectly indicate the‘ Dana’ and the ‘ Homa,’ because that would 
entail the word ‘ yāga’ renouncing its own signification ; for if the word 
‘yaga’ were to signify the ‘sacrificing’ and at the same time indicate 
the ‘giving,’ then we would have the absurdity of Direct Denotation 
appearing simultaneously with Indirect Indication, For these reasons 
there can be no reasonable assumption of any combination. 

Thus, then, the fact of the roots being different making the words 
themselves different, it is cognised that the Bhavana is qualified (by the 
Root-Denotation). And this cognition is not found to be sublated by 
any other cognition. Nor again can the denotations of all the three 
Roots be said to be identical, because while ‘yāga’ means the mere 
giving up of one’s own ownership, ‘ Homa > means this giving up plus the 
action of pouring into fire; and ‘Dana’ means the creation of the ownership 


of another person over and above the giving up of one’s own. Nor can it be 
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held that ‘ Dana’ and ‘ Homa’ indicate the mere gweng up of one’s own 
ownership, because the Direct Significations of the words me quite 
compatible with the sentences m which they occur (and as such there 
can be no ground for having recourse to Indu ect Indication) 

Nobody knows of any such material as the ‘ Dakshinam, and hence 
on account of the word occuring along with ‘ywhot.’ (which denotes 
the action of Libation), we must accept ıt to be the name of an Action 
And then, with a view to avoid the sentence becoming absolutely meaning- 
less, we accept the Homa to be enjoined by the word ‘guhoti ’ 

In the case of ‘ dadat.,’ 1f ıt were taken as laying down a matenal 
with 1eference to the ‘yd@ga,’ then, masmuch as ıt would be necessary 
for the sentence containing that woid to express the relationshtp of the 
giving with the gsven,—the gold and the person Atéya (as the recipseat),— 
there would result a syntactical split, and hence in this case the difference. 
of the action of ‘Dana’ fiom that of ‘Yaga’ would be based upon the 
difference of the accessory materzals, and not on that of mere difference 
an words (which is what ıs meant to be exemplified here), and hence 
we should cite as example another ‘dadafz’ (t.e, other than the one occur- 
ring in the sentence cited in the Bhashya),—which would have either 
only one accessory material, or none at all 


Onset gO tl yep” a Ny h n Nghe, a gel si sgh 


ADHIKARANA (2), 
{Treating of the difference ın the Apiirvas of the Samat and other sacrifices } 


Siitra (2): The repetition of the same word also (is a means 
of differentiation), because if there were no such specification, 
the repetition would be useless 


After the Adhikarana treating of the differentiation of actions 
by means of different words, what comes in the mind foremost ıs the 
idea that ‘there can be no such differentiation when the same word 
is repeated’, and hence ıt ıs that the Bhashya now introduces the 
Adinkarana with this Pérvapaksha 

Having quoted the sentences—‘ samidho yayate,’ ‘taninapaitam yoat,’ 
etc ,—what the Bhdshya does ıs to leave aside the words ‘samidhah’ and 
‘tanunapatam,’ ete, and then to put forward the question ‘The word 
‘yajyate’ is found to be mentioned five tames, and does ıt all express a 
single action, or do the five express five distinct actions ? ” 

This way of putting the question, however, 1s objected to by some 
people, as follows ‘‘The words ‘samt,’ etc, could be taken either as 
“names of actions, or as expressing accessories of actions, and as these 
“two facts would duly differentiate the actions laid down by the sen- 
“ tences in question, the mere repetition of the ‘ yayatz’ would have nothmg 
“to do with that differentiation There are six means available for the 
& differentiation of actions, and each of these should be shown distinctly 
“as functioning in due accordance with the special capabuility\of each ; 
consequently in the case in question, so long as we have not sèt aside 
“the capability of the Accessory and the Name to differentiate actions, 
at 18 not possible for the Bepetitzon to have any influence im the matter, 
“which rightly hes withm the jurisdiction of others And hence, we 
“should cite another example, As a matter of fact, however, no such 
“ example is possible, because, in the whole Veda, a verb ıs never used alone 
“by itself, and whenever a noun happens to be used, ıt must be either 
“as a Name or as an Accessory, and so there would be nothing in the 
“way of differentiation left to be done by the Verb For instance, 
“in the case of all such sentences as ‘aimdravdyavam grhndir’ and 
“the lıke, we find that the Actions mentioned in them differ from one 
“ another, on account of the fact of each of those Actions being intimately 
“connected with a distinct Accessory of its own And in the case of 
“such sentences as ‘bhinnd jguhotr,’ ‘skann® guhot,’ and the like, as 
“each of the Actions 18 mentioned in connection with a distinct occasion, 
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“they are regarded as different from one another, as shown under Sätra 
“TJ—in—25 And in this case, as each ‘7 whotz’ serves the purpose of con- 
“ necting the action of Homa with each particula: occasion, 1t cannot be said 
“to be useless, and as such, 1t cannot be the means of differentiating the 
“ Actions concerned Some people quote, as an example (of the differ. 
“entiation by Repetition), the sentences ‘ Pancagdadiyéshu tan paryagm- 
“krian, tan paryagnikrtan,’ etc., but they lose sight of the fact that the 
“repetition in this case is merely descriptive of the same Primary Action 
“(and as such no differentiation 1s possible), nor do we find m these 
“sentences the word ‘yajatz,’ a repetition of which would express a 
‘‘ difference among the Actions And hence we conclude that no example 
“of differentiation by Repetition 1s available,” 

We base ou: reply to the above side-objection to the Bhashyua, on the 
very sentences that have been quoted by the Bhashya Asa rule, when- 
ever a Noun appears in connection witha Verb, ıt ıs almost always sub- 
servient to this latte: , and hence it 1s the Ve:b, as the predominant factor, 
to which belongs the capability of expressing the difference or non- 
difference (of Actions). Thatis to say, those nouns that express an object 
of predication are subservient to the Verb, and as such, always following 
in its wake, they stand in need of the functioning of the Verb Hence 
when the Verb has entered into the Primary Action, the noun also 
becomes either a name of the same Action, or mentions an Accessoly 
for ıt, and if the Verb points to an Apiirva, then the noun also belongs 
to that Apdérva, and thus the difference or non-difference of Actions 
having been duly recognised (by means of the Verb), the words ‘Samit’ 
and the rest, commg in subsequently, become useless and indifferent 
(as regards the pointing out of the said difference or non-difference) , 
and it is for this reason that we leave aside these words, and take into 
consideration the Verb only. 

Question : “In that case, (1) the Name, and (2) the Accessory would 
“never be the means of the differentiation of Actions ” 

Answer Certainly they would serve the purposes of this differentia- 
tion, in cases where the Verb does not operate (towards ıt) , the examples 
of such cases, to be cited later qu, are (1) ‘athaisha jyotih, etc’ and (2) 
‘ytjebhyo vdginam, etc,’ [in (1) the differentiation being due to the nume 
and in (2) to the accessorzes]. In the latter sentence we do not find any 
verb , and in the formei, though we do find a verb, yet, inasmuch as it 1s 
possible for ıt to become related to the Primary Action by way of se. ving 
to point out the connection of the paiticular Result with the particular 
Accessory,—the differentiation required will have been done by the 
names ‘jyotsh, etc, which have a prior operation Erven ın a case where 
the force of the verb makes 1ts connection with the Primary Action 1mpos- 
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sible, there is laid down an Accessory not otherwise possible, and im this 
case too the differentiation ıs done by the Accessory, as ıt will be shown 
(ın the Adhikarana dealing with the Accessory as the means of differentia- 
tion), by the Bhéshya after accepting the facts brought forward by the 
opponent—‘ this connection of the Devty and the Sacrefice being enjouned 
etc., etc., etc ” (the sense of which 1s that the sacrifice having been enjoined 
3n à previous sentence, what the repetition of the same does is to point out 
its connection with an Accessory, m the shape of the Deity). But a 
differentiation by the Accessory 1s possible, only when the Verb 1s found 
to have lost its differentiative potency , and hence ıt is only mght that 
first of all we should conside: the Verb (as the means of differentiation ) 
The Bhashya puts forward the question in the form—‘ kumekamapiir- 
vam ?’;—and this implies the qnestion of the difference or non-difference of 
the Actions, or it may be taken as “does the word ‘yayaiz,’ repeated five times, 
lay down one Action aud one ‘ Apiirva,’ or five Actions and five Apirvas ?” 


And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ They mdicate only one Apūrva; because, as shown m the previous 
« Adhikarana, though the signification of the affix be the same, yet a 
‘ difference ın the Roots serves to differentiate the Actions ; when, however, 
“the Root also is the same, what wonld be there to paint out the Actions 
‘t to be different ? 

“Further, on the utterance of the first sentence —‘samidho yajati '— 
“ an idea of the Action ‘yga’ presents itself to the mind; and hence when 
f the same Verb is pronounced again, the Action denoted by this 1s at 
“ once recognised as the same that had previously come to the mind, and 
“ as such the repetition does not point out any difference in the Action 

“That is to say, when the word ‘yayati’ has been once directly 
“ heard, ıf ıt happens to be pronounced again, it is at once recognised 
“as the same word that had been previously heard, and no difference 18 
‘ perceived between the two words; so also in the case of ıts denotation 
«(which bemg comprehended once is always recognised to be the same, 
‘‘ whenever that word ıs uttered) Andın the case in question, all that the 
‘t gecond ‘yayati’, though directly heard, does1s to express over again that 
“game Action of yāga which has already been cognised (by means of the 
“first ‘yajati’); and though, as such, ıt becomes redundant, yet it 
“ cannot make the two ‘ yajatv’s’ distinct words ; and 1n the same manner, & 
“repetition of the word, even though becoming otherwise superfinous, 
“could not make the meaning of one ‘yafati’ different from that of the 
‘other, For certainly ‘superfiuousness’ (hike Inconsistency) is not @ 
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‘means of sight knowledge Only that which the Veda lays down 
“should be accepted as the authoritative means of knowledge, by people 
“taking their stand upon the authority of the Veda And im the case 
“n question, we find that the Veda, m using the same word ‘yayat,,’ 
“distinctly pomts to a non-difference between the Actions, and hence 
“he who would hold them to be different, would be going against the 
‘Santhonty of the Veda itself Aud as a matter of fact, there 1s 
“ nothing wrong in the admitting of the superfluousness of certain words, 
“f such superflucusness happen to be necessitated by a higher authority 


“But we have the followmg ways of avoiding the said super fluons- 
ness — 

(1) The word ‘yajatı’ as repeated ın the second and the following 
“ sentences, being touched by the supposed Directive Injunction dealing 
‘‘with the Primary Action together with all its subsidiaries, could be 
“taken as not affording any meaning, but only as laid down for the sole 
“purpose of being verbally repeated (And in this way there would be 
“ no repeated mention of the Action of ‘ yaga’). 

“(2) The repetition may be taken as only serving to empliasise the 
“same fact. We actually find that in ordinary parlance, people go on 
“repeating certain words (by way of emphasising)—even more than 
“twice—until the idea meant to be conveyed by them 1s fully compre- 
“‘hended by the person to whom the words are addressed So also, m the 
“geriptures, we find, ın course of the story of ‘ Pancendra,’ that the old 
“spinster asks for a husband five times And though in the case of this 
«story, the person to whom the request was preferred was a Deity 
« (India) capable of playing pranks (whereby he gave the spinster 
‘ve husbands, taking her repeated requests as distinct demands),— 
“yet, m the case in question, we have no such playful person to deal 
“with, and herce we cannot take the five repetitions of the word ‘ yajatz’ 
‘Sag denoting fwe distinct sacritices 

“(3) The Injunction of the Action bemg accepted to reside in all 
«the five utterances of the word ‘yajati,’ the Action enjoined comes to 
“be one only; just as though we find the injunction of the ‘ Jyottshtoma’ 
‘in many Vedic Rescensions, yet we accept the ‘ Jyotssfoma’ itself to be 
“one saciifice only Thus then, as when many words have the same mean- 
“ing, they come to be taken as optional alternatives, so we conclude that it 
‘45 the same sacrifice that ıs enjomed, at one time, by the sentence ‘ samidho 
‘“yajatt, and at another by the sentence ‘taninapatam yaya.’ And 
“(an the case of optional alternatives, there can be no superfluousness 
“im the matter, which could lead us to take them as expressing distinct 
u detions; because) when we find the Vrih+ and the Yava serving the 
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‘same purpose, we do not accept one of them to be nseless, and as such 
‘ serving an altogether different purpose 

“ (4) The subsequent sentences may be taken as laying down distinct 
“ Deities—‘ Tantinapat’ and the rest—for the sacrifice, and thus too, 
“tLe repetition would not be useless If the second ‘ yajatz’ enjoined 
‘ an Action, then alone could the word ‘ tan#napat’ be taken as the Name 
“of the Action, as a matter of fact, however, the second ‘yagati’ only 
‘ iefers to the same sacrifice that has been expressed by the first ‘ yajati`, 
“and as such the word ‘ taniinapat’ cannot be a Name , it must be taken 
“as laying down an Accessory (Deity) for the same sacrifice And thus 
‘* too, the repetitions cannot be taken as pointing out different actions 

“And further, as a matter of fact, the same word or object, 
‘even when appearing in places far apart, is always recognised 
“as the same, and in this case 1t cannot be said that they are different, 
‘ just as when a man returns home after a long absence, and recognises 
“lus people to be the same as those he left behind him, they are not 
“taken to be othe: than these And when such is the case when they 
€ occur 12 distant places, how could ıt be otherwise in the case im question 
‘when the two sentences occurring close together, the impressions pro- 
‘duced by them are still present in the mind while the second 1s uttered 

“Tf there were a distinct meaning each tıme that the word were 
“pronounced, then the denotation of each word would consist of eter- 
“changing wmdwiduals (and not of an eternal class, as held by the 
Miménsaka) 

“ And further, in the case of the sentences ım question there 1s no 
“such thing as the class ‘Sacrifice’ as apart fiom the Individual Sacıı- 
“fices, just as there ıs no class ‘gatva’ apart from the individual 
“lette ‘ga’), and thus the word ‘ yāga’ being restricted to an individual 
“ Sacrifice, how could there be a different action (expressed by the word 
‘Syajat.’? ın the second sentence for instance)” That 1s to say, 
“even though with a view to justify the repetition of the word, the 
“saciifice might be performed five times over, yet the Action would be 
“one and one only, as we find that, though the Jyotushfoma 18 performed 
‘thrice, yet 1b18 admitted to be a single Action (though ın the case of this 
“latter we have a distinct Injunction of its being performed thrice) 
‘In the case in question, however, we have no such ground for uepearing 
“the performance, because all that the repetition of the word ‘yajah, 
“with ‘taniinapat,’ etc, does ıs to lay down alternative Deities in con- 
“ nection with the same Sacrifice 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that in the case m question, the 
“ Saciifice pointed out is one and one only ” 


79 
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SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the following reply — 

The repetition of the same word would also be so — e., exactly like 
different words, that also would be a means of differentiating Actions. 

Because, by its direct denotative potency, the Verb, in the first 
instance, lays down the Action , and it 1s only when this potency has been 
forestalled by another—z¢, when the Action has been already mentioned 
by another word—, that ıt 1equnes that Action to be referred to along 
with itself 

If the mere fact of the ‘sacrifice’ coutinumg in the mind of the 
person {at the time that the second ‘ yayat.’ 18 pronounced) were the 
sole cause of this latter ‘yajate’ referring to the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by 
the former ‘ yayait,’ then alone would 1t fail to give us an idea of a different 
Action. Asa matter of fact, however, the mere fact of such continuance 
in the mind 1s not sufficient cause for making the second ‘yajat’ a 
secoudary reference (to what has gone before), the fact is that it 15 only 
the particular form of such reference (Aniivada) that is shown by the 
idea born of the context; and the generic fact that there is an Anuvada 
ig shown by the sentence itself. 

That 1s to say, when the Injunctive potency of the Injunctive Affix, 
is 1emoved from the denotation of the Root, then, in that case, there 
being no potency for more than one Injunction, we look for a mere 
secondary reference to the denotation of the Root, and this want 1s sup- 
phed by the aforesaid continuance (1n the mind, of the idea of the previously- 
expressed Action) And the removal of the Injunctive potency fiom the 
Root-meaning is due to the fact of the Injunctive potency having taken up 
another object for Injunction (and to the said continuance) , as for instance 
in the case of such supplementary sentences as—‘ Vrihzbhis yayeta,’ ‘ dadhnai 
juhotz’ (the verbs ‘yajeta’ and ‘juhotv’ are repeated only for the pur- 
pose of laying down other materials for the ‘ sacrifice’ and the ‘ Homa’ 
which have been laid down im the preceding sentences, and which aie 
only referred to by the verbs m these supplementary sentences) In all 
these cases, wheie many objects are mentioned in vatious sentences,— 
inasmuch as it 1s not possible to have a multiplicity of Injunctive poten- 
cies,—we naturally conclude that there is only one object of the Injanc- 
tion, which one should be referred to by all the subsequent verbs, and 
when looking for that one particular object, we come to the conclusion, 
that ıt must be that which keeps continuing ın the mind And hence ıt 
is that in the case of the sentence ‘dadhn@ juhotr,’ as it ıs only the dadha 
that has not been mentioned before, we take the Verb (‘ juhok: ’) as only 
referring to a previously-expressed Homa, with 1:eference to which the 
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sentence lays down a fresh material in the shape of the dadh When, 
however, there are not many objects meant to be enjoimed, then, m the 
case of that sentence we do not look for anything that would be referred 
to by the subsequent verbs And hence, so long as the sentence itself does 
not give us any general idea of the presence of such secondary reference, 
what useful purpose could be served by the said ‘continuance,’ which 
depends upon a due fulfilment of the general idea of the presence of an 
anuvida, and which 1s the sole ground for admitting of a particular 
form of reference ( Anuvāda)? Thus then the definition of ‘ Anuvada’ 
is, not that ‘that which has been previously laid down, 1s referred to sub- 
sequently,’ but that ‘that (1) with regard to which there 1s an idea 
that ıt ought to be referred to, and (2) which happens to have been pre- 
viously taid down, 18 that which is referred to, and there can be no such 
Reference, when neither of these two conditions 1s absent— e , neither by 
the meie desire fo: reference, nor by the mere fact of 1ts having been previ- 
ously laid down Consequently then, though there is a desire for Reference, 
yet, ınasmuch as the object is not one that has been laid down before, 
we cannot but admit it to be an Injunction of an Action with certain 
qualifications, and conversely, even though the object may be known 
to be such as has been previously laid down, inasmuch as there is no desire 
for a secondary Reference, we cannot but admit the Injunction to refer 
to a different Action altogether, notwithstanding the fact of the Root 
as well as the Affix being actually recognised to be the same (as m the 
case of ‘ yazat.’) 

It has been urged above that the proximity of the previously- 
mentioned sacrifice being very strong, even if the word ‘yayati’ were to 
be pronounced a hundred times, the idea of that sacrifice would not 
disappear But all such disappearance would appear quite possible if the 
opponent only knew the comparative strength or weakness of the various 
means of knowledge. For instance, it is by Direct Significatron that we 
recognise the Actions to be different, while it is by means of Proxmity 
that they are cognised as identical, and hence for those who are coguisant 
of the fact of Duect Signification of the word being more authoritative 
of the two, how could the Actions appear to be one and the same? When 
the Injunctive word (‘yayat:’) has not its injunctive potency thrown 
aside from its legtamate object, then it is taken up with the meaning of 
the Root and the Bhavana (sigmfied by the Afix), aud 16 1s with regard 
to these that that word gives birth to an Injunction, which has for its 
object something not otherwise got at; and as such ıb tramples under 
its foot the idea of the sacrifice (mentioned by the second ‘ yajati’) having 
been already laid down (by the former ‘yajats’); and thereby leads us 
to the conclusion that the object of this Injunction is such another Action 
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as 13 quite capable of bemg enjoined by ıt And hence if this Injunction 
should follow the Duect Word, ıt pomts to a distinct Action, while if 
1t should follow Piogimity, then the Actions are identical 

If, however, the Injunctive Word 1s taken up elsewhere—for mstance, 
the laying down of the materal, etc ,—then m such a case, we admit 
of the Actions being identical as pomted out by Proximity, because in 
this case such an assumption 1s not contrary to any ngher authority 

Consequently, ıt must be admitted that the idea of all the various 
Actions being identical is a mistaken one,—due to the fact of all these 
‘saciifces” imparting the same aid to the Primary Sacrifice, and as such 
be ng spoken of as ‘sacrifice’ ın general There 18 no ground for recog- 
nising each individual ‘saci1fice’ to be the same as the one mentioned 
before That which is actually recognised as one in reality, there 18 no 
difference of opmion as regards the unity of that For mstance, m the 
different kinds of sacrifices—the ‘ Pagu,’ the ‘ Soma ’ and the ‘ Ishtz’—the 
generic character of ‘sacrifice? 13 one and the same, and ıt ıs only with 
reference to specific Individuals that we think of any difference among 
them 

Objection “In the case in question, ıt ıs the duect mention of the 
“same word ‘ yajat.’ which distinctly points to the identity of the 
« Actions, and as such it cannot be said that the idea of oneness is 
“based upon Proxemety, and not upon Duect Word ” 

Reply tis not so, because all that the Duect mention of the wad 
‘yajutz’ does is to give rise to the simple idea that what it speaks of 
is ‘a saciifice’, and it has nothing to do with any idea as to whether ıt 
13s the same as the one mentioned before or different from it That ıs 
to say, the second ‘ yajatz’ does not mean that the ‘ saciifice’ denoted by 
itis the same as that denoted by the previous ‘yaşattı’, and thus the 
denotation of the word being actually silent on this pomt (of difference 
oi non-diffe.ence), people, not cogmsant of the fact of the notion of 
ideutity bemg due to Progımity, are led to the mistaken conclusion that 
the recognition of sameness 1s based upon Direct Word. 

Oljectzon “Inasmuch as the word does not denote the Individual 
“(according to the Mimdnsaka), ıt ıs only the single ‘class’ ‘sacrifice’ 
“that would be denoted by the word ‘ yajatr,’ whenever it may be used, 
“and as this class 13 always one and the same, the sameness in question 
“must be admitted to be denoted by Duect Word ” 

Reply Itis because the Individualis not denoted by the woud, that 
the Drect Word points out the Actions to be distinct For instance, what 
are lad down aie the Individuals (sacrifices) as qualified by the Class 
(‘Sacrifice’) and hence im the case of all Injunctions, all consideration 
of difference or non tifference should be with regad to the Individuals 
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That 13 to say, the generic entity, that forms the real denotation of the 
word (‘ yajatz’ for instance), being incapable of being performed, it cannot 
form the object of an Injunction , and hence m all cases 1t 18 the Individuals 
that form the objects of Injunctions Hence ıt must be admitted that 
the sentence ‘ Samidho yajate’ lays down one specific individual saciifice, 
and ‘ Tantinapdtam yazat.’ lays down another: And in the case in question 
we have the Injurctions of five such distinct individual sacrifices 

It has been suggested above that “Just as there is no difference 
‘ between the letter ‘ga’ and the ‘ gatwa’ so, in the same manner, there 
“may be no difference between the mdividual sacrzfice and the class 
“°° sacrifice’ ” 

True, there 1s no difference, butitis only after we actually conclude 
from the very form of the Action that 1t 1s one only, that we can be sue ot 
there being no difference, prior to such conclusion, we are absolutely certam 
of adifference. For example, in the case of the letter ‘ga,’ when we found 
it to form a membe: of the classes of ‘Letter,’ ‘Sound’ and ‘ Pro- 
perty, —we concluded that the differences perceived in the various tones 
of the letter: ‘ga’ itseli, must be due to the specific properties of 
quickness, etc, which belong, not to the lette: itself, but to the organ of 
its utterance, aud hence (there not bemg distinctin dividual ‘ya,’ we 
did not admut of any such generic entity as ‘ gatwa’ (the class ‘ ga’), in the 
same manner, when we find that all the saci1fices—down to the ‘ Samit ’— 
form membeis of such classes as ‘Entity, ‘Action,’ and ‘Sacrifice, 
we conclude that each cf these saciifices does not become distinct, by 
the mere fact of the time, place or agent of its performance bemg 
different, because these differences are not in the saciifice itself, and as 
such are exactly in the same position as the properties of ‘quickness’ etc, 
in the case of the letter ‘ga’ ‘That ıs to say, the ‘Samuit saciifice’ 
performed on the Pauynamfs: day ıs nothing distinct from the same 
sacrifice performed on the Amavasya day, so also a difference m the 
performer, or ın the places of peiformance, does not make the Action 
different 

But as a matter of fact, it ıs not that we admit of an actual differ- 
ence only ın cases where the difference 1s cognised by direct sense- 
perception, because on this point there is no difference between the 
authority of Sense-perception and that of the Word (Vedic). Hence we 
must admit of a difference among Actions, only i so far as 1s shown by 
the six means (enumerated in the present Pada )—such as ‘ Different words’ 
and the lıke Because m the case of the saciifices— Lhte,’ ‘ Pugu, ‘Sama’ 
‘Bkadha, ‘Ahina’ and ‘Satra’—the idea of difference among them 
that we have is never actually found either to be due to any extraneous 
properties or circumstances, o1 to be othe than correct, Hence when 
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the individual ‘ Ishtz’ etc. are always found to be the objects of Injune- 
tions, the words giving expression to them naturally become regarded as 
different, and it is from these mdividuals that the Results follow , though 
all of them belong to the single class ‘Sacrifice,’ and there are no sub- 
classes (as ‘ Ishtutva ’ and the hke) 

Objection. “ But such sub-classes as ‘Bkahatwa’ and the like are 
“ admitted ” 

Reply: Not so, because the fact of many sacrifices being all called 
t Ekaha, and recogmsed as such, is only due tothe fact of all of them 
being performed ın a defimte period of time (one day) [and not to the 
fact of their belonging to any such class as ‘ Lkahatwa’]; just as the 
word ‘Dandz” (with stick) apples to many persons (not on account of 
all of them belonging to any such class as ‘dandztva,’ but only on 
account of all of them happening to hold sticks) That is to say, certain 
sacrifices are called ‘Hkdha,’ because they are finished in a single day, 
those that take fiom two to eleven days are called ‘G@hina’, those 
finished in twelve days aie spoken of as both, while those extendmg 
fiom twelve days to a thousand days (‘samvatsasa’ in this case has been 
explained as ‘day’) are called ‘ Satra’ , those ın which the offering ıs of 
food-grains are called ‘Isht.’, those m which animals are offered are 
t Pagu’; and those in which the material offered consists of vegetables 
(leaves, plants, creepers, etc ) are ‘ Soma ° 

If, however, you insist on assuming suh-classes, that does not touch 
our position at all adversely Thus, too, éven if there happen to be such 
classes as ‘ Jyotishtomatwa’ etc, and if each performance of the sacrifice 
( ‘Jyotishtoma ° for instance) becomes a distinct sacrifice by itself,— then 
too our position remains unsullied So also, conversely, 1f all sacrifices 
be taken as one only, on the ground of all of them only consisting of 
the offering of certain materials to certain Dertves,—then too, masmuch 
as the performance of each would be distinct from that of the other, 
there would be no hindrance to their ordinary performance, etc 

Objection “In that case, the repeated performances of the Samt 
“ sacrifice would not be distinct Actions , just as the repeated performances 
“of certain actions during the performance of the Jyottsktoma are not 
“recognised as so many distinct actions ” 

Reply In all cases, the differentiation of Dharmas 13 based upon 
the difference in the Apūrvas brought about by them, (and as a rule, a 
distinct Apūrva always follows from an Action each time that it is 
repeated). And ıt 1s on account of the following reason that in the case 
of the repeated performance of the ‘Samit’ sacrifice, we have an 1dea 
of each of them bemg a distmcet Action, whereas in the case of the 
Jyotishfoma we take the difference to he only 10 the repeated performances 
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(and not ın the Action) In the former case we have an Injunction of 
the Action or performances of all the saciifices distinct fiom one another ; 
while in the latter case, the various repeated performances are all mm- 
cluded in the single name ‘ Jyotshfoma’, and hence though the character 
of ‘sacrifice’ belongs to each repeated performance, yet the character 
of ‘ Jyotishtoma’ does not belong to ıt, and thus it is that we come to 
look upon each repeated performance as a part of the one sacrifice 
‘ Jyotushtoma’, but such is not the case in the repeated performances 
of the ‘Sam,’ because ın this case we do not have any composite whole 
made up of these performances (as we have in the case of the Jyotushfoma). 
And thus the conditions of the two are not identical. 

What is the special purpose of all this differentiation, we shall show 
later on under Sut as u—I17-20 

Says the Bhashya Hence the sacrifice has got to be repeated , and this 
assertion 18 10 accordance with the view that the name ‘ Praydpa 
belongs to all the five saciifices (exp essed by the word ‘yajaiv’ repeated 
five times), just as the name ‘Jyotishfoma’ belongs to the repeated 
performance of certain Actions Or ıt may be taken as ieferring to 
the fact that though the individual ‘Sacrifices’ are distinct, yet, inasmuch 
as the word ‘yajatv’ im all cases denotes the class ‘sacrifice’ (to 
which the individual sacinfices belong), we must take the performance of 
the five sacrifices to be the repetition of that of the single class ‘ Sacrifice ” 

An objection is raised in the Bhiashya “It has been said that it ıs 
“incapable of enjormng another object, and the sense of this is that the 
“myunctive potency of the second ‘ yajaiz’ having been taken up in 
“laying down Taninapit as the Deity, there 1s no incompatibility of this 
“Injunction with that of the previous ‘yayat,’ an idea of which 1s 
“still present in the mind” 

But ın accordance with the rule laid down the Sata I—iv—4, the words 
c Samat? etc. come to be recognised as names of sacrifices, on account of 
then relationship with the Deities pointed out by the words of those Man- 
tras which contain those words ( ‘t Samt’ etc ) and which come to be 
employed ın the Samit and other saciifices, in the same order m whieh 
they are found in the text (that 1s to say, the first Mantia 18 employed 
in the Samıt sacrifice, the second m the Tanénapat, and so forth , and 
the words of these Mantras distinctly point out the Deities of each of 
these sacrifices); and hence, the Deity being already once pointed onl; it 
cannet form the object of another Injunction by the sentence ‘ Tanina- 
patam yajat’, and as such the injunctive potency of the sentence would 
be thrown aside fiom its legitimate object 

This ıs what the Bhashya should have said in reply to the opponent 
What 16 actually does, however, 18 to giant his contention, and then 
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crush him on his own ground The sense of the Bhashya 1s this You 
accept the first ‘yayats’ to be the Injunction of a ‘Sacrifice’ on the 
giound of this latter not being laid down before, but this 1s scarcely 
correct, because the ‘Sacrifice’ has already been enjoined in the sen- 
tence ‘ Dargapiti numastibhyam yajgeta’, and as such the first ‘ yazate’ 
also can be taken only as merely vsefernang to the ‘sacrifice’ laid 
down before (just as you take the second ‘yajufs’ as refering to the 
‘sacrifice’ laud down by the previous ‘yajatz’) And then all the 
‘yajat,, bemg mere references to the previously enjomed ‘ Sacrifice,’ 
what the words ‘Samit’ and the rest can do 1s to lay down either the 
imaterial to be offered or the Deity to whom the offering ıs to be wade, (an 
connection with the ‘ Sacrifice’ laid down by the sentence ° Dai capitiinama- 
sibhyain. yajeta’, but we find that both of these accessories of that 
saciifice have already been laid down in the sentence ‘ Agneyo’sht@kapilo’ 
(where Agnis mentioned as the Desty and the cake as the materzal)— a 
sentence which 1s found directly connected with the original Injunction 
itself, and hence 1f it were to have these accessories pointed out by the 
sentences ‘sanidho yagatr’ ete , this would be dnectly contrary to the former 
mention of the accessories (as the former sentence hag not been found 
to mention the ‘Samit,’ ete, as either the Deity or the Matenal) Then, 
inasmuch as (according to you) it 18 absolutely necessary to make 
the sentence ‘samudho yajate’ lay down the relationship of the Deity 
(Samt) with a ceitam saciifice,—and this 1s impossible without 
another sacrifice (being mentioned by another ‘yazatı’ , because the ‘ yajAtr’ 
in the same sentence you have taken as referring to another sacrifice), 
and hence, too, you have to admit the sacizfce denoted by one ‘ yajats’ to 
be different from that denoted by anothee ‘yazat:’,—even when you 
take the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories Thus then, inasmuch as 
it would be impossible fo. each succeeding sentence to lay down the 
Accessory for the saciifice laid down in the preceding sentence, all the 
saciofices must be taken as different from one another And as such all 
your tionble over the taking of the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories 
becomes wholly lost. As a matte: of fact, however, no such Injunction 
of Accessories 1s possible ın the case im question, because the material 
to be offered can never be spoken of by a word like ‘ samidhah ’ (Accusative 
Plural)—as we have explained under Sati as 11-1—11-12, specially as the 
verb ‘yajaiz’ can have no connection with a matenal which 1s mentioned 
by a Nord with an Aceusatie ending (as an Insti umental ending 1s what 
would be necessary ın that case) nor can 16 be an Injunction of the Deity , 
as we shall show late on, unde: the Süha [X—1—9 

Thus then, we conclude that the sentences unde: consideration must 
be the injunetions of distinct Actions 


ADHIKARANA (3) 


[Treating of the Relation of Subservency between the Aghiras and the 
Agnéya, etc ] 


Sitra3- The context refers to the Paurnamasi (as th 
principal), specially as none of the details are mentioned (01 
other sacrifices) 


The Bhashya has quoted all the Injunctions of the Sacrifices, im 
connection with the ‘ Darca-Pwnamasa’, and then the questionsstarted 
by ıt is as to whether all the sacrifices enjoined are distinct primaries, or 
it is only some of these that are so 

An objection is iaised agunst this statement of the question of 
the Adhikarana “The consideration of the question of primaries and 
“ subsidiaries forms the subject of the fourth Adhytya, by what 
“ connection, then, has 1b been mtroduced m this Adhyaya, which deals 
“ wholly with the Differences of Actions? That 1s to say, after having 
“dealt (in the foregomg Adivkarana) with the differentiation of Actions 
“by means of Repetition, 1b was necessary to consider the differentiation by 
“means of Number, and yet how ıs ıt that having taken no notice of that, 
“the Bhāshya starts a question wluch is of no use in the subject-matter of 
“the present Adhyaya ?” 

To this some people make the following reply “ The question started 
“ by the Bhashya forms a declared subject of the Adhydya, because at 
“the very outset of the Adhyāya, the Bhashya on Sutra II—1—1 has de- 
“ clared—<‘ afte: that the Primaries and the Subsidiaries will be taken mto 
* consider ation” 

“But this is scarcely correct, because m that place (2e, the Vartika 
© on TI—i—1) we have rejected that mterpretation of the Bhashya, which 
“we have explained ma different manner , we have shown there that it 18 
“for the purpose of showing the difference among Apiirvas treated of ın 
« Adhyaya ILI, that the question of Primaries and Subsidiaries was 
“introdaced in the Bhashya on II—:—1, The question of the relation of 
“sybserviency between Actions, however, can mm no way be connected 
« with the subject of the present Adhyaya Specially as we shall devote 
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“a, great deal of time and trouble for estabhshing such relations among 
“ Actions—under Sütras [V—iv—-29-33 And the bearing of this Adh- 
“ karana being quite clear, 16 cannot be explained in any other way. Conse- 
“quently the question of the relation of suhserviency between Actions 
“ need not have been considered here Nor can any of the questions— whe- 
“ther the sentences ya @vam vidvan amavisyayam yazatr and ya vam 
“ pidvān paw namasytm yagat: conjointly refer to the Primary sacrifices, or 
“they are the Injunctions of two independent Actions, and the othe: 
“sentences are all Injunctions of Accessories "—have any connection with 
“the Adhikarana in the way that it has been suggested by the Bhashya 
“* Andif it is these questions that are to be chiefly considered in the 
« Adhikarana, then there would be no use in introducing the question of 
“ Relative Subserviency. And further, ıt has been shown above that 
“Difference of Words and Repetition are capable of pointing ont Differ- 
“ences among Actions, how is it, then, that these have been brought in 
“by the Bhashya, as establishing the equal importance of all Actions? 
“To utihse the means of establishing Difference in establishing equal ım- 
“portance 13 certainly a very queer process of argumentation Nor, in 
“the very body of the two Adhzkaranas, do we find the conclusions and 
“the Premises stated apart from one another, and as such we cannot 
“bring ım the Premises of the one to the proving of another conclu- 
“ gion.” 

Tn view of the above objections we must justify the Bhashya in 
the followmg manner: The present Adhikarana had to be introduced 
as dealing with the exceptions to the conclusion arrived at in the 
foregoing Adhikarana, and hence from among all the sentences quoted, 
we must take only two as the basis of this Adhzkarana, viz, ‘ya evam 
amavasyayam yazate’ and ‘ ya évam paurnamasyam yazatı:? And then the 
question comes to be this Do these two ‘yajaty’s lay down two entirely 
anfependent Actions,—or beng qualified by the words ‘amavadsya* and 
‘ paurnamdst,’ which denote actions connected with the times expressed by 
these, the two ‘yajaty’s only refer to the sx primary Actions (the ‘ Agneya’ 
and the rest that go to form the ‘ Darga-Purnamasa’ sacizfice) ? 

Then again, the difference of the Agnéya and the other five Primary 
sacrifices from one another being established by the difference m their 
Accessories, that between the subsidiary Prayajas themseives being estab- 
lishod by Repetiteon, and that of the subsidiary Agh@ras by means of 
the difference of words,—the Bhashya has brought m the two declata- 
tions of ‘equal importance’ and ‘relative subserviency’ only; such is 
the real upshot of the real Pfirvapaksha and the Srddhanta of the 
A'lhikarana, (That is to say, if the ‘ yayat’s lay down imdependent 
Actions—as held by the Parvapaksha—, then all the various sacrifices— 
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the Agnéyd, ete, as well as the Prayājas, etc,—would be of equal 
importance, while 1f the two ‘ yajati’s be taken only as 1eferrmg to the 
previous six primary saciifices—the Agnéyu ete, —then these alone would 
be the Primary sacrifices , as on account of then being referred to by the 
two sentences, and as being related to the enjoined times of the Amavasya 
and the Pun:mā, these two words would be taken as the names of 
these six sacrifices, which alone would, therefore, come to be connected 
with the Result, and in that case the Prayāzas, etc , would all become 
subsidiary to it) And these questions of ‘equal importance’ and ‘1ela- 
tive subserviency’ have not beeu introduced as forming integral parts of 
the Adhzkarana itself, and so these two ae not to be taken as embodying 
the Paivapahsha md the Siddhdnta, respectively 

Thus then, the three stages in the position taken up by the Pirvupak- 
shu come to be these (1) “The two ‘ yajutz’s are independent inyunetions ; 
(2) the actions enjoined by them are distinct from any previously enjomed , 
and (8) the Piayfjas and the Aghara@s are all promury actions of equal 
predominance ” , aud m these three stages the one that follows 1s the direct 
outcome of that which precedes 1t, and thus all thiee are inseparably 
linked up with one another In the same manner, the three stages m 
the Siddhanta are these (1) The two ‘ yajatz’s only efe: to the sacrifices 
mentioned before, (2) the Actions expiessed by them are not different 
trom the previously mentioned (Aynéyu, ete ) , and (8) The Ayh@ras and the 
Piayājas are subsidiary to the Agnéya and the rest And im each of these 
ti1os, each member 1s soinseparably connected with the others, that 1f one 
ot them happens tobe established as true, the others necessatly follow as 
its corollaries And hence the Bha@shya, thinking that the desired purpose 
would be seived by establishing any one of the three positions, has 
brought 1m the thud and the last, because 1t 13 the final outcome of the 
preceding two, and as such necessarily leads up to them And though the 
diffe: ence or non-difference (of the saci.ifives expressed by the two ‘ yagate’s 
from those previously laid down) would be implied by the tuth ot 
otherwise of the Srddhantu as put by the Bhishya, yet, towards the end 
ot the Adhikarana, ın summing up the whole discussion, the Bhashya men- 
tions the ‘ Difference or Non-difference,’ simply with a view to make 1t clear 
to the student (that this follows from the conclusion armed at in the 
Adhihaiana) 

Objection “ How 1s 1t that having neglected the subject of Difference 
“and Non-difference, in the beginning, the Bhiskya has thought ıt fit to 
“bring 16 m again, through the question of equal importance or relative 
‘6 subservrency” ? 

Some people reply to this that ıt 18 only a method of exposition 
peculiar to the Teacher, for instance, in the foregoing Adhtlarana also, 
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he spoke of the Diference of Apūrvas (and through that, of the Difference 
of Actzons) 

Or ıt may be that the ‘perception of the indicative feature ’—in 
the shape of the fact of the Praydjas occurring among the sub- 
sidiary sacrifices—that will be spoken of in the eighth sūtra below, 
is not capable of directly precluding all chance of the sacrifices bemg 
different (from the previous sacrifices)—(because all that the said feature 
indicates 1s that the Praydja, etc, are not primary actions, and not 
that they are different actions altogether), and as such all that the 
said feature would do would be to set aside the ‘Equal Impoitance’ of all 
the sacrifices concerned , and when this is set aside, there would follow 
the settang aside of the fact of the two ‘yajéta’s being distinct Injunc» 
tions by themselves, inasmuch as this latte: has been shown to be the 
invariable concomitant of the theory of ‘Equal Importance’, and thus 
we find that the question of Equal Importance’ has been brought m 
only with a view to utilising the fact urged in the suiras, which would be 
absolutely inoperative, ıf the question were only with regard to the differ- 
ence of actions 

On this question then, there are two kinds of Pivapaksha- “ (A) 
“The Agnéya, etc, being all of eqnal importance, the two ‘ yayuti’s men- 
“tioned along with the words ‘ Pawnamas.’ and Amāvāsyā, are distinct 
“Injunctions, and as such lay down sacrifices other than the Agnéya and 
“the rest, etc.” (B) The two sentences—‘ ya éram vidvain paurnamaysai 
‘“yajute’ and ‘amavdsyGm yajaic’—arie the only mjunctions of sacrifices, 
“all the other sentences quoted being only the mjunctions of accessories 
“of these two sacrifices ” 


PURVAPAKSHA (A) 


Fust of all we take up that Pa: vapaksha which holds the two ‘sacr:- 
fees’ (enjomed by the two ‘yayate’s to be distinct from the Agnéya, etc. 
“ Inasmuch all the sacrifices in question are mentioned by different words 
“and also by repetitions of wowds, they must be all of equal importance 
“Though these two reasons—Difference of words and Repetition—aie not 
‘ connected duectly with the fact of ‘Equal Importance,’ yet they are 
‘taken along with this, through the difference ın actions (that these 
“would indicate), which 1s also implied im the assertion of ‘Equal 
‘Importance’; (as shown above) That ıs to say, the sacrifices denoted by 
‘the two ‘ yagéia’s are shown to be different from those of the Actions 

(mentioned along with the Dérga-Piirnamasa) that are not ydga (but 
` Homa, ete), by the difference im words, while they are shown to be 
‘different from the ydgas, by the repetition of the word ‘ yagate’, and 
“hence they must all be taken as of equal importance. (That ıs to 
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“say, when each ‘ yayéta’ mentions a distinct sacrifice, all the sacrifices 
“ mentioned in the passages quoted become independent of one another, 
‘and as such all equally are primary sacrifices). 

“Nor could any special purpose be served by taking the two 
“yajati’s in question as mere references to the previously enjoined 
“sacrifices (because the only purpose that is found to be served by such 
“references is the pointing out of fresh accessories) ; and as a matter 
“of fact we do not find any accessories in the shape of materials ete, 
“mentioned in the two sentences in question; and as such we cannot 
“make the injunctive potency of these ‘yajéa’s give up the function 
“of laying down the actions themselves. 

“Nor do we know of any such names~as ‘ Pawrramdsya’ or ‘Ama- 
“ vasya ’—as belonging to any particular sacrifice. 

“Though we find the verb ‘yajaié’ in the Present Tense, yet we 
“ can take it as injunctive, by accepting it either as a Prayogavacana (Direc- 
“ tive Injunction), or Arthavidda (Hulogistic word), or as in the ‘ Lat? Mood 
“(which has the injunctive signification though the form of the Present 
“'Tense),—just as we have in the case of the sentence‘ Samidho yajati’ 
“(where the word ‘yajati,’ though in the Present Tense, is admitted 
“to have an Injunctive meaning). 

“And though we find the sentences introduced by the word ‘yat’,— 
‘in ‘ya evam, etc. —(which always precludes the injunctive character)—, 
“yet we can not very well deny its injunctive potency; because on 
“this point too it is exactly like the sentence ‘ yadagneyo shtikapilo, 
“ etc., which has been accepted as an injunction. 

“ Nor can it be urged that ‘the two yajéia’s, though having the injunc- 
‘tive force, are yeb not the injunctions of independent actions, but 
‘are only the alternative injunctions of the same sacrifices as those pre- 
“ viously enjoined, just as we admit of the Injunctions of the same 
“ Jyotushtoma sacrifice met with in the various Vedas being only 
“alternative injunctions of the same sacrifice.’ Because in the latter 
“case, the different Vedic texts are meant for different persons, and 
“as such the different injunctions of the same sacrifice would not be 
“useless, In the case in question, however, there is no such difference 
“in the character of the persons addressed, and as such the repeated 
“mention of the word ‘yajat@’ can serve no other useful purpose, save 
“the laying down of distinct sacrifices ; specially as they can not be taken 
“as enlogising any other injunction, because they are not capable of 
“ being taken along with any such other Injunction. 

“It may be asked—what are the Materials and the Detties of the two 
“sacrifices laid down by these two ‘yajate’s? And to this we make the 
“ following reply :—The butter kept in the Dhrid vessel is the material 
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‘common to all sacrifices, and the Deities would be that which would 
“be indicated by the words of the Mantras recited at then performance, 
“and thus, these two saciihces bemg found to have their details fully 
‘supplied, they must be taken as enjoined distinctly by themselves. 
“That is to say, we have the Vedic declaration that ‘the butte: kept 
‘an the Dhiuvaé is used at all sacrifices,’ and hence just as we take this 
“butter as the materal of the ‘ Upfngu’ sacrifice, so could we also do 
“with 1egard to the two sacrifices in question Andas for the Deity, we 
“find that in connection with Ajyubhdgas there are four Anuvdky& veises 
‘mentioned 1n the same order as the Ajyyabhayus , two of these addressed 
"to Ayn and two to Soma And m accordance with the authority of Syn- 
“tactical Connection, which isalways stronger than that of Order, the said 
“ verses are sepatated from the Ajyyabhdgas and joimed on to the two sacri- 
“fices ın question, and the Syntactical Connection that would authorise 
“such transference would be of the text—‘ Vartrayhni paurnamasyim 
“anucyélé, rdhanrati amdvaisydyam ’—because there are no other actions, 
“ save the two sacrifices in question, that could be spoken of as ‘ Pawrna- 
“ mast’ and ‘ Amavisya&’ (and ‘ Vartiaghnwi’ and Vrdhanvulz’ are the names 
“of the two pans ot the said dunvaky@ verses) It may be argued that the 
“sentence quoted only lays down the times at which the verses have to be 
“recited, and they do not 1efe. these verses to any actions. But, we ask, 
“what would be the use of laying down the connection of the verses with 
“any particular time? Nor can the fact of the words ‘Paurnamdsyam’ and 
“ ‘Aimavdsyayam’ having the locative ending be urged against us, because 
“we actually find many mstances where sacrifices mentioned by words with 
‘“locative endings are accepted as piimary,—eg ‘ yéua kirmane tsét tatra 
“jayām guhuyat,’ where the principal action 1s that whichis referred to by 
“‘tatra’ Thus then the two ‘Anuvakyas—the Vartraghu and the Vrdhan- 
“yatt—beimg found to serve the same purpose, they come to be taken 
“as optional alternatives And then again (as the Anuvākyā verses 
“are recited before the performance of the sacrifice, and as such could 
“not serve the purpose of indicating the Deity) 1b becomes necessuy to 
“assume the corresponding Yajy@ verses (which are recited during the 
“ performance, aud as such are capable of indicating the Deity ) On 16 
“may be that the two Anurvākyās bemg simultaneously enjoined, they 
“may be taken (and used) conjomtly, and thence we are led to the 
“ conclusion that the sacrifice has two Deities connected with 1t, and con 
“sequently ıt becomes necessary for us to assume two Yajyas correspond- 
“ing to each pan of Anuvdkyds (which Yajyas would indicate the two 
“Deities) Or we might assume a single Yayya with reference to the 
“single (jomt) Deity Agu-Soma Oragain, we might take one of the two 
“t Vārtraghm’ verses, and also one of the two Vrdhanvati verses, as the 
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“required Yajy@ in each case. And thus we find that in whatever way 
“we might get at the Yayya, the apparent inconsistency of the declara- 
“ tion—in the Vedic text ‘Vartraghni paurnamasyam cte. —of the relation- 
“ship between the Mantra and the Sacrifice, leads us to conclude that in 
“the two sacrifices, Agni and Goma are the Deities concerned. Then as 
“for the Ajyabhigas, from which the Montras (indicative of the Deity) 
“ have been separated, their Deities are «iready mentioned by a sentence in 
“the form of the Purakalpa A:thavida— Yasyatkasyaicit dévatayat 
“ havirnirvapunniijyasyaiva nau rurastūdyajan’ Then as far the Mantras 
“in connection with the Ajayabhdgas, the Yajyas have already been laid 
“ down (and these have not been separated from them), and the Anuväkyä 
“ Mantras (that have been removed elsewhere) also would come in, in 
“ accordance with the direction : ‘ dagatayibhyah kartavyah ’; and thus there 
“is nothing incongruous in the way that we have dealt with the subject. 

“And thus even when the sacrifices enjoined by the two Yasats's 
“in question are distinct from the Agnéya etc., they are found to have 
“ distinct forms of their own; and hence they must be admitted to be 
“ distinct actions; and as such, there being nothing to show that the 
“ results follow from the six primaries Agney& and the rest only, (because 
‘the only sentence that had been accepted as showing this was ‘ Ya evam 
“ etc., which, however, has been shown to be the Injunction of a distinct 
“sacrifice altogether), the character of the primary belongs equally 
“to all the sacrifices mentioned in the various sentences quoted (ie. 
“ to the Prayāja etc., the Aghara etc., as well as to the Agnéya etc. ). 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“We admit that the sacrifices are distinct; but we can not admit 
“of the fact of the character of the Primary belonging equally to all. 
“ Because the names ‘ Amdvasya’ or ‘Darga’ and ‘Paurnamasi’ would 
“apply only to some of the sacrifices, and not to all; and the result is 
“spoken of as following from those that are qualified by these names; 
“and as such there can be no equality in the character of all the sacrifices. 
‘That is to say, the words ‘Darca’ and ‘ Paurnamdsa’ denote sacrifices 
“with a qualification (that of being named by these words); and as from 
“the sentence— Darcapaurnamasabhyim svargakamo yajéta’—it ia clear 
“that it is only from such qualified sacrifices that the particular result 
“could follow, we must take these alone as the primary sacrifices ; and all 
other sacrifices mentioned along with them (and without any distinct re- 
~ sults of their own) must be accepted as the subsidiaries of these two.” ! 


_ 


em, 


1 It may be noted that this second Parvapaksha ia at variance with the Siddhdnta 
only as regards the difference of the sacrifices mentioned by the two ‘ Yajeta’s from the 
primary sacrifices of the Darcd-Purnamdsa, 
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The upholder of Pirvapaksha (A) objects to the Pérvapakeha (B) 
on the following grounds 

“That which 18 itself well known serves to qualify or specify that 
“which is less known, and hence in the case of the sentence— Darpa- 
“purnamisdbhyaim swargakaimo yajeta’—the signification of the names 
“ < Darga’ and *‘ Pi:namasa’ must be ascertained with reference to that 
“of the root ‘Yaz’ That is to say, m all cases, where we have the 
“ Injunction of an action with a name, these two being recognised to be 
‘‘co-extensive, ıt ıs sometimes the particular signification of the root ‘ yagi’ 
(sacrifice) which is defined or specified by the name, while at othe 
“ times it 18 the sacrafice that defines or specifies the name. And between 
“these two, that which happens to be the better known of the two, turns the 
“other to 1ts own purposes For mstance, (1) in the case of the sentgner 
“< Tyotushtoména yajéta’ we find that the name ‘Jyohshtoma’ is better 
“known from beforehand,—on account of 1ts being related to the three 
“stoma songs, called ‘ Jyotzh’—, and hence this name serves to restrict 
“ihe signification of the 1006 ‘Yazı’ in this case to the Somayaga, 
“after having alienated ıt from the Dikshapiyd ete ; and (2) im the case 
“ of the sentence ‘ Riyasizyena yaéta, the name ‘ Razasiya,’ not having its 
‘signification pointing to any relationship with sacrifices, 1s taken up by 
“the root ‘yap, whose signification has been well known from the previ- 
“ously mentioned primary sacrifice 

“ Thus then, ın the case in question, we find that the mgmifications of 
“the two nouns (Darga and Purnamdsa), of the compound (Dargapiiran 
“ mäsäbhyäm), and of the dual number (ın this compound), are not known 
“ beforehand (as ın any way connected with the performance of sacrifices) , 
“and hence the root ‘ Yaz?’ cannot be taken as having its signification 
“ referring to (or) defined by that mame On the other hand, the root 
“Yazı?” 18 applicable to all sacrifices , and as such, through the mention 
“of the particular result (Svarga),1t comes, ın the case m question, to be 
“applied to the sacrifices mentioned ın the context under consideration , 
“and as such ıt would apply the wod ‘ Dargupirnamdsa’ to its own 
“ object (viz, all the saciifices—primaries as well as subsidiaries—that 
“ happen to be mentioned in the context), 

“For these reasons, we conclude that in the word ‘ Dargapérna- 
“ masabhyam’ no significance is to be attached to ether the component 
“words, or to the compound, or to the dual number—becanse the 
“word is only a particular combination of letters, simply pointing out 
‘ the instrument, or meaus, ın connection with all the sacrifices mentioned , 
“exactly as in the case of the word ‘Rājasūya’ And as for the dual 
“number, we can explain ıt, ın accordance with the role ‘ Supaim supo 
“ bhavants,’ as having been used in the place of the plural, or in that 
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‘of the singular—this singularity being based upon the fact of all the 
‘sacrifices being taken as one complete whole. 

“ Objection: ‘How can the word ‘ Dargapirnamasaibhyam’ be said 
“to have its signification not well known, when, as a matter of fact, we 
“find that, from among the sacrifices mentioned in the context, there are 
“some (the Agneya etc.) which are laid down in connection with the points 
“of time (Amdvdsy4 and Pirnamasi) signified by the words ‘ Darga’ 
“ and ‘ Piirpamdsa’; while there are others (the Ajyabhaga etc.) which are 
“spoken of in the dual number; and certainly the signification of the 
“ word ‘Darcapirnamasdbhyam' is well-known to be applicable to these 
“sacrifices. That is to say, a word renounces all its own meaning, and 
“ waits upon the signification of other words, when even a certain portion 
“of it is found to be unknown; in the case in question, however, we 
“actually find that certain sacrifices—Agnéya etc.—are connected with 
“the time ‘Améavasya’ and ‘ Pirmamasi’ (signified by the words 
“¢Darca’ and ‘ Pirnamasa’), while others—-the Ajyabhaga etc.—are 
“eonnected with the dual number (which we find in the word 
“t dargapiirnamasabhyam’); and under the circumstances, it is not proper 
“to speak of the signification of the word ‘ Dargaptrnamasabhyam ’ 
“(being unknown as applicable to any sacrifices) and as such to be 
“ renounced.’ 

“To the above, we make the following reply :—It is the Base and 
“ Affi (i.e, the compound ‘ Dargapiirnamasa’ and the dual termination) 
“taken as a joint whole, that can specify or qualify the root‘ Yayat’; in 
“the case of the Agnaya etc., on the one hand, and the Ajyabhaga ete , on 
“the other, each of these is devoid of any connection with one part 
“of the word. That is to say, though in the ‘ Agnéya’ etc., we find a 
“ connection with the times denoted by the words ‘Darga’ and ‘ Pirna- 
“masa, and as such the signification of the Base (Dargaptirpamasa) 
“would reside in them,—yet, inasmuch as these sacrifices are many, 
“the signification of the dual termination ( in ‘ Dargapirnamasibhyam ’) 
“cannot apply to them; and as such the word ‘ Dargapirnamdsabhyam’ 
“as a whole is incapable of applying to the Agnéya etc. And also, 
“ thoagh we find duality in the Ayyabhaga etc., yet the Base ( Dargaparna- 
“ masa) is absolutely inapplicable to these; and so the word as a whole 
“ cannot apply to these either. Nor is the co-extensiveness (of the sacrifice 
“and the ‘ Dargaptirnamadsabhyam’) clearly mainfested either by the 
“meaning, or the context, or the use of different words; and as such 
“it is not possible for the name ‘ Dargaptirnamdsabhyam’ to be taken as 
“referring to the sacrifices,—either on the ground of the similarity 
“of certain letters (in accordance with the law of the corruption of names 
“by which a slight difference in certain letters does not completely 
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“alter the name), or by taking the wod ‘ Da gapurnamasibhyam’ ın 
‘its secondary signification as indnectly indicating the sacrifice 
“ Question —‘ Why can not we take the sentences (Ya enam rrdvan 
“amavisyayam yajute and ya eram paurnamasayam ete ) as laying down 
“these two independent saciifices for the accomplishment of the result 
‘For, even in acvordance with the Saddhfuta theory these two words (yagate 
> wall be said to lay down these two as composite actions (made up of the 
‘six primary sacrifices) towards the fulfilment of the particular result It 
“gh be urged that the expression Darcapunaméasd being different 
“from, the expression Amavasyapaunamasa, the actions a e to m 
Ha /sentence mentiomng Svarga as the result could not be recog- 
“med to be the same as those mentioned by the two ‘ Yajate’sin the 
“sentences in question But this objection is equally appheable to all 
“parties For imstance, fo. the upholde: of the Põrrapaksha also, what 
“are meant to biing about the result are the two composite sacrifices 
“named Paurnamasya and Ama@vasya, and certainly these are not recog- 
“nsed to be the same as those in the sentence Dai capt namasabhyam 
“svargakamo yajēta If ıt be urged that ın this case, though the names 
“are not the same, yet, the names would be applicable to the composites 
“because of then being performed at the points of tıme expressed by the 
“‘words,—then, the relationship of the time ıs equally present in my 
“case also, the meaning of the sentences being that one should perform 
“ (yaéta) the Paurnamāsa on the Paurnamisi day, and the Amdavisya 
“on the Amavdsya day ’ 

“ Answer —This cannot be, because this relationship of the time 
“bemg common to these two sacrifices, as also to the six saciifices 
“ Agneya and the rest, we do not see any reason why the result should 
“be attiibuted to these two only That ıs to say, when all the eight 
“are equally connected with the particular time, there ıs no reason for 
“attributing the result to the two opily 

“Tt might be urged that from among these eight the result might 
“be attributed to any two sacrifices 

“ But this would be most improper, because without any particular 
“reason, such attributing of the result to any two saciifices would be a 
“most unauthorised procedure, and secondly, the relative subserviency 
“of these eight would become a matte: of option, and this leading to a 
“creat anomaly, could never be allowed. ‘That is to say, unless we find 
“a special reason for doing so, as long as we find the relationship of the 
“ specified time equally present ın all the eight sacrifices, those two that 
“would be chosen out as leading directly to the result, would make 
“all the other six subsidiary to them, and imasmuch as these six have all 
“the marks of primary actions, there would be a very great anomaly. 
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“it could, hy 
p 8, be attıbuted to all the pairs concerned, but in that 
case, there would be anormer anomaly, wz, the same sacrifice would 


À ag Ps ji o an A the ki subsidiary , and further, 
Er elma : o e 7 characters of both the piimary and 
“ y (as 10 18 only that which is subsidiary ın the Agnéya 
that ıs said to be capable of being mtioduced into its corresponding 
“ Pray@a), a certain sacrifice would, ın 168 subsidiary character, be lable 
“to be mtroduced in the corresponding Prayayas of the Agnéya ete , while 
“the same would, ın its character of the primary, be ineapable of 
‘‘being so introduced, and thus there would be an eternal doubt as to 
‘what should be really introduced into the Prayājas And further, as 
“a matter of fact, all numbers subsist in the objects numbered, only through 
“a certain secondary property, in the case ın question, however, either 
“in the two independent sacrifices (meant to be enjoined by the sentences 
“in question), or in the Agnaya etc, we do not find im any part of these 
“any such sub-class or secondary property, whereby we could recognise 
“their duality Specially as whichsoever of them would be taken up, 
“its duality would be directly set aside by the plurality of other sacrifices 
“and also by the semgleness of that sacrifice itself And thus we do not 
“find the dual number applicable to any of the sacrifices 1u question 
“In accordance with the Siddhinta, on the other hand, the two words 
“(Darga and Piirnamiisa) express iwo composite sacrifices, and as such 
“there being a distinct dissimilarity from the theory ın which all the saert- 
“fices are not taken as forming any composites, we find the requisite 
‘“‘sub-property (in the form of the composifeness), and as such the 
“connection of duahty becomes possible, and through this there would 
“bea relationship with the specified time also, and thereby ina way, the 
“application of the nouns ‘ Darga’ and ‘Pirnamdsa’ also becomes 
“ possible, and thus ın this case ıt becomes possible for the word ‘ Darga- 
“ piirnamisabhyam’ to be takea as qualfymg the sacrifice In accor- 
“dance with the Pirvapaksha, however, this ıs not possible, because, 
“inasmuch as ıt does not admit of any composite sacrifices, the number two 
“can not ın any way be applicable (and hence it could never admit of the 
“result to follow from any two sacrifices), and hence the result must be 
“ attributed to each and every one of the sacrifices mentioned in the context 
“ The following question might be put tous ‘Why cannot we have 
“all the eight sacrifices, as qualified by the duality of the times Amavasyi 
‘and Parnamuasi, as enjoined by the sentences im question (in this case 
“the duality pertaiming to the points of time and not to the sacrifices) ? 
“Just as in accordance with the Ssddh@nfa, we have the six primary 
“ sacrifices enjoined with regard to the duality of the two composites ° 
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To this the reply that we make ıs that such hazy processes can not 
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“ because 16 actually rests upon every one of these And then, too, the 
‘tame being something entirely diffierent from the sacrzfice the number 
‘‘belonging to the forme: can im no case appeitain to the latter In 
“the Seddhanta, the case ıs different, as according to that, there is 
‘no absolute difference between the component parts (sacrifices) and 
‘ the two composite wholes (to which latter the number belongs), and 
“ as such there is nothing incompatible in connecting the number of the 
“ whole with the component parts 

“Thus then, we conclude that, in accordance with the Parvapaksha, 
“as the application of the names Darga and Paurnamäāsa depends upon 
‘ the signification of the root‘ Yazı, all the sacrifices in question must, 
“ be admitted to be equally primaiy.” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, the S#:a makes the followmg reply “ Prakarana ”—that 
which is performed—would be the substratum of the words connected 
with ‘ Paurnamdsya’ and‘ Amārāsyã’, or the context would help these 
two words, and consequently we must accept that alone to be enjoined 
which ıs denoted by these 

That 1s to say, ın all cases, we find that the Injunctive word prompts 
us to certain specific sacrifices; and ın case the sentences ‘ ya évam etc’ 
are taken as enjoining independent sacrifices, as they do not make any 
mention of the material or the deity related to these sacrifices, people 
would never be found to take up the performance of such unspecified 
sacrifices. 

That is to say, the words ‘ yajate’ in these sentences, or the words 
< Ama&vasya’ and ‘ Pirnamasa,’ do not denote sacrifice ın general; nor 
do you (who hold the sentences to lay down two independent sacri- 
fices) admit of these words pointing to all the sacrifices ın question. Then 
all that you can do ıs to make them lay down two independent sacrifices 
But in that case, masmuch as the details (material deity &c ) of these 
sacrifices are not mentioned, no one would be found to perform them, 
and hence the sentence would become wholly futile If, however, they 
are taken as referring to the sactifices mentioned in the context, then, 
the materials and the deities of all these sacrifices, as also the pat ticular 
pornts of time at winch they have to be performed, being found to be duly 
mentioned, the full form of the sacifices becomes known, and as such 
the sentence becomes utilised {in pointing out the time at which they 
should be performed) 
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It has been argued above that the Material and the Deity of the 
four saciifices are also clearly cognisable But thongh it 1s true that 
the common material, Dhrauva, might be taken as the material to be 
employed, yet inasmuch as there ıs no mention of a Deity, the sacrifice 
remains as indistinct as ever. 

Nor ıs ıb possible for the Deity to be indicated by the words of the 
Mantras employed, because the Mantras in question are distinctly 
pointed out, by the Order in which they occur, to belong to the 4 jayabhagas. 
Nor 18 it possible for this Orde: to be set aside by the Sentence, because 
in the case ın question there 1s no direct antagonism between these two i 
because when 16 ıs possible for the sentence ‘ Vartraghnt Amavasydyam 
etc ’—to be taken ın such a way as to be quite ın keeping with the indica- 
tion of the Order, then we cannot but renounce, as untenable, any other 
theories that might entail a contradietion between the two In the 
sentence ‘ Vartraghni amavasyayam etc’—af the words ‘ Paurnam isi’? and 
‘Amavasya’ denoted Actions, then the antagonism (between th Order 
and Sentence) could not be removed. (because in that case the Sı ntence 
would refer the Mantras to those Actions, while the Order refers them to 
the Ajyabhaga) As a matter of fact, however, these words only denote 
ime, and as such there ıs no antagonism between the two And when 
there 1s a common ground for both the Sentence and the Order, 16 1s mcum- 
bent on us to lend suppoit to that theory which reconciles them And 
further, at the very outset, the words ‘ Amavdsy@’ and ‘ Pau:namasi’ 
denote particular points of time, and ıt is only subsquently (1f the denota- 
tion of the time be found to be incompatible with the rest of the sentence) 
that they can indicate the Actions, through their connection with those 
times ; and hence by priority (and because there 1s nothing incompatable 
in 16) we admit the words to be denotative of time. Because if the 
commonly recognised sigmfication of time (by these words) were not 
compatible with the sentence, then alone could we reject 1t and take the 
words to be indicative of Actions Then again, we find that the 
Locative termination (in the words ‘ Amavdsydyam’ and ` Paurnamasyam’) 
18 more compatible with the signification of time (than with that of Ac- 
tion) , because Time is always known as the Adhikarana (Substratum, 
Container) of Actions, andas ıb 1s not possible for Actions to be such an 
Adhtharana, the Locatrve ending, ın that case, could hardly be explained 
in any way It has been argued above that no purpose 1s served by such 
connecting of the Mantra with any particular time But if dadarthya 
(being for the sake of) were the only relation possible, and if ıt were this 
relation that were asserted by us (as between the Mantra and the Time), 
then the said objection would be all mght, but, as a matter of fact, the 
case 18 this The Mantra appearing (by the particular Order ın which the 
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Mantras are mentioned) to have been laid down as for the sake of the 
Ajyabhiagas, 1t remains doubtful as to which Mantra 1s to be employed in 
which particular Ajyyabhdga, and hence what the mention of the words 
‘amavasyiyam’ and ‘ pauraamasyam’ (ım the sentence ‘ Variraghni’ etc ) 
does 1s to point out that the Mantra known as the‘ Vartraghni’ 1s to be used 
in the Ajyabhaga performed at one time (the Amdrdsy@), and that called 
‘Vridhanvati’ ın that performed at another (the Pauwinamas?) 

And furthei, according to our theory, nmasmuch as the Ajyabhagas 
are already known to have a particulaa Deity, the Injunction (of time) 
is found to serve a visible purpose (that of pointing out the time), In 
your case, on the other hand, 1t becomes necessary to make many gratuitous 
assumptions Thatis to say, in all cases, the relationship of things 1s 
ascertained by means of then mutual requuements, hence the 
Ajyabhagas, that have then Deity already known, standing in need of 
Mantras capable of pointing out that Deity, would at once take up such 
Mantras, and ıt would not require any very great effort on oui part to 
connect the two In your case, on the othe: hand, the sacrifices denoted (by 
the sentences in question) being altogether new, their Deities are not known , 
and as such they do not stand in any immediate need of Mantras (indica- 
tive of those Deities) , hence ıt becomes necessary for you to make 
the following assumptions: (1) you will have to assume the Mantra, 
and its duahty, thereby makiug the single Injunction have many meanings , 
(2) you will have to assume the existence of many Deities mdicated 
by those Mantras, while 1t 1s not necessary for a single sacrifice (which is 
held to be enjoined by the sentence ın question) to have more than one 
Deity or more than one Anuvikya#, (3) there ıs an assumption of a 
Yajya@ verse (not found in the Veda) (4) as also fresh Puronuväkyäs, not 
mentioned in the Veda, for the Ajayabhagas It has been declared above 
that “one of the two V@rtiaghnis, as also one of the two ‘ Vridhanvatis’ 
would be the Yagy@, while the other is the AnuvdkyA But this is 
scarcely possible, as the taking of any of these as Yajy@ would be 
contrary to the fact of their being named ‘ Anuväkyā ’ 

Further, since you admit the potency of pointing out the factors 
to be employed m the particular sacrifice, to the Sentence, and to the 
Mantra,—and since the Sentence (‘Va@taghnit amévasytyam, etc’ does 
not speak of the instrumentality of the Mantras (Vā traghni and Vridhanvatt) 
in the saciifice, it becomes necessary for us to assume the recitation 
of these Mantras to have certain enveszble results—just as we have in 
the case of the recitation of the ‘Vasshnavi’ verses, and as such the 
Mantras could not be taken as serving the visible purpose of pomting out the 
Deity , specially as the Mantia 15 not required at all by that which has to 
be pointed out And under the circumstances, instead of assuming a 
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Deity to be indicated by the Mantra, it would be far better to assume the 
Mantras to exert an indirect influence towards the accomplishment of 
the Action, On the other hand, the Ajyabhigas heing two, and they 
also being recognised as having two Deities (Agni and Soma),—the 
Mantras indicative of those Deities are actually required by them (for 
the purpose of lending authority to their cognition); and these Mantras, 
being pointed out as to he used at the sacrifice, by the indications of the 
Mantras themselves, as also by the order in which they happen to be 
mentioned,—they come to serve a distinct visible purpose. And thus, 
the Mantra and its duality ete., all having been pomted ont, what remains 
to be done by the sentence (‘Vartraghni, etc.’) is to lay down distinct 
restrictions with regard to the time at which the various Mantras are to 
be used; and this process is certainly much simpler than that involving 
the above-mentioned endless assumptions. 

Nor, in this case, does the said sentence become altogether useless . 
because the aforesaid restriction with regard to time cannot be accom- 
plished by mere Proximity (and hence the use of the sentence lies in this 
restriction). 

For these reasons there can be no Injunction of the Deity, through 
the sentences brought forward; because these have been shown to have 
no connection with the matter. And hence the sacrifice held to be en- 
joined by the sentence ‘ Ya evam, etc.’, not having its details of material 
and Deity clearly mentioned, it cannot be taken as one different from those 
previously laid down. 


fom 


Question: “What would be the use of making the sen- 
“tence ‘Ya evam, etc.’ a mere reference to the other sacrifices—Agneya 
“and the rest? Because an Injunction that fails to enjoin anything 
“ expressed by a word, by its part, or by a sentence, can never be of any 
“use in matters relating to Dharma, (and hence as in the case of Reference, 
“the sentence in question would not contain any of these injunctions, it 
“could not be of any use in regard to Dharma). 

Answer: Just as the sentences laying down the various sacrifices 
(Agnéya and the rest) form parts of the Joint Direction (‘ Dargapurna- 
masabhyam svargakimo yajétu’), so also do the two sentences in question 
(‘ Ya evam, etc.’); because it is these latter alone that render the Dual 
number (in ‘ Dargapiirndmisabhyam’) compatible with the whole thing. 
That is to say, firstly, it is only when the two sentences in question have 
spoken of the Primary sacrifices as two composite wholes, that the Dual 
number in ‘ Dargapirnamasabhyam’ becomes possible ; and herein lies 
a distinct use of the two sentences; and there is no such rule as that 
it is only an Injunctive Sentence that can be of use; specially 
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as the sacrifice denoted by the root ‘yazı’ 18 found to be co-extensive 
with the name ‘ paurnamdsi,’ we conclude that‘ Paurnamdsi’ 1s the name of 
a sacrifice, and the character of sacrifice does not belong to any composite 
whole made up by the Agnéya, etc , but to the dividual Agnaya, ete , them- 
selves, and hence just as the root ‘ yaz’ (sacrifice) is applicable to each 
one of these sacrifices, so also 1s the name in question Nor is it possible 
fo. the whole composite to appear at one and the same time, because at 
the time that the Agnéya, etc, are performed, they are performed inde- 
pendently of one anothér, and hence at that time there does not appear 
any idea of their forming a composite whole And hence even in 
consideration of the time of actual performance, we can say that the name 
belongs to each individual sacrifice. 

And further, 1f the two words were the names of the composite 
wholes, independently of the component sacrifices, then the Duective 
sentence —‘ Darcaptrnamasabhyam svaigakamo yayéta’—would also lay 
down the composite wholes towards the fulfilment of the particular 
result, and in that case, the component sacrifizes not being the means of 
bringing about that result, there would be a single Aptrva proceeding 
from the composite whole itself, and thus there being no individual 
Apūrva with each individual sacrifice, there would be absolutely no use 
of performing (or laying down) so many distinct ‘sacrifices, And further, 
the actions laid down ın connection with the various sacrifices, all tending 
towards a single Apūrva, there would be no restriction as to which action 
should be performed in the course of which particular sacrifice, nor 
would each of the sacrifices be connected with any specific method of 
pe: formance, and consequently, there would be no use for the consideration 
(an subsequent Adhydyas) of the questions as to the repetition of the 
Actions performed ın course of the Agnéya in another sacrifice, and 
further the ‘ Saurya,’ for instance, being a form of the ‘ Agnéya,’ there 
would not be any method of performance applicable to 1t; as there being 
no such method applicable to the Agnéya only, the only method that would 
be available would be that of all the three Primaries (Agnéya and 
the rest), and as the ‘ Saurya’ is not a form of these three, any such 
method could not be applicable to ıb, nor again could we have such 
declarations as—‘ The Paurnamasi has only one cake,’ ‘the Amdvdsya 1s 
without the sinndyya, and so forth, because the number of cakes would 
be the total of all that are employed in all the sacrifices that go to 
form the composite whole, and that number could not be applied to the 
lesser numbers— one,’ etc ,—because the number would be exactly lke 
the number ‘ thousand,’ which 1s not applicable to any part of itself. 

We meet with such declarations as—‘ because of the composite whole 
not being enjoined, and ‘because the composite whole is an accessory, 
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and so forth ,—we must conclude that such words as those in question 
signify the component parts (and not the whole), as otherwise, being 
denoted by the word, ıb would be the composite whole that would be 
enjomed , and as such, being duectly connected with the result, that would 
be the Predominant Action (and as such both the above declarations 
would be false) 

Fo. these reasons, 1t must be concluded that the words ‘ Puurnamdsi’ 
and ‘ Amāvāsyā’ denote the individual sacrifices as qualified by the 
two composite wholes And, though, these sacrifices being many, the 
name would have to take a Plural ending,—yet the singular number 
18 due to the indication (of the single composite whole by the individual 
saciifices) , and itis with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared— 
samuddyagabdatayavakalpayishyate (It would be taken as wdacaling the 
composite whole) So again, the Bhāshya declares—bhavatv hi bahūnāmē- 
kavacanantah samuddydpékshah (the sungular endeng wn the case of many 
thanys 1s possible, as referring to the composite whole), where the Bhashya 
also has spoken of only an ‘ apeksh@’—induect influence—of the compo- 
sete whole, and ıt does not speak of this latter as being actually sigmified 
by the word The words ‘crowd,’ ‘forest’ and the like can be taken as 
similar instances, only when these also are taken as signifying the compo- 
nent individuals as qualified by the composite whole, if, however, they 
signify the composite whole, then they can serve as instances only so fa 
as the singular ending based upon the singleness of the composite whole 
18 concerned 

Fiom the above it also follows that the words ‘Darga’ and 
‘ Piinamdsa’ are synonymous with ‘ Ama@vdasya’ and ‘ Pūrnamäsī’ re- 
spectively (because only under the above conditions could we have the 
dual ending in ‘ dar gaptrnamasabhyam ’) 

Thus then we find that the reference to the composite whole (formed 
by the saciifices), by the two sentences ın question, has its use in making 
possible the two singular endings (in ‘ paurnamasim’ and ‘amavasyim’), 
as based upon the fact of these two names indicating two composite 
wholes, and this will be explaimed later on, under siétra IV -1V—34 
And the words ‘ Darga’ and ‘ Piirnamdsa’ also following the duality of the 
composite wholes, come to refer to the same (1.¢., to the Amavdsya and the 
Pawnamdsi), specially as there ıs much similarity between the words 
‘ paw namdsi’ and ‘ piirnamdst’, and on account of the word ‘darga’ 
appearing along with ‘ pirnamdsa’ (while ‘ Amdvdsya@’ appears with 
‘ Paurnamast’), the word ‘darga’ also comes to be synonymous with 
‘amdvdsya’ Or it may be by the figurative method of ‘contiary expres- 
sion’ that ıt would be easier to get at the comprehension of the Amdavdsya 
by means of the word ‘ Darga ’—just as the blend 1s spoken of densively 
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as ‘one having eyes’, because ıt will be declared later on that “ because 
the moon is not seen on the Amdvasy4, thei efore, the Ama@vdsy @ ıs (derisive- 
ly or figuratively) spoken of as ‘darga’” So also at the close of the 
‘Anvarambhaniyad ’ sentence, ıt will be shown that the words ‘darg¢a, 
and ‘amavasy@’ aie synonymous 

Thus then, the Result being found to follow from only those sacuifices 
that go to form the composite wholes, all the sacrifices other than these 
must be taken as subsidiaty to them (the forme: ones, the Agnéya and the 


rest, beng taken as the Primary Sacrifices , and as such they are not all of 
‘equal importance ’) 


Question “When all this has been fully dealt with m the present 
“ Adhikarana, there 1s no use for intioducing the same discussion m the 
“Fourth Adhydya ” 

Answe? There is nothing very wiong in this Because 16 18 only 
when the conclusion in the present Adhikarana has been arsived at, that the 
possiblity of the root ‘yagı’ pointing to all the sacrifices mentioned in the 
context gives tise to the corresponding Adinkarana m Adhydya IV, 
and the Seddhanta too of that Adhekarana would be artived at only by 
the help of the present Adhikarana, otherwise the Pirvapaksha 
would have to be admitted as the Siddhanta, hence the Adhtkarana intro- 
duced in the fourth Adhyaya is only by way of a deduction from the 
present one. 

There 1s yet another useful purpose served by the Reference 
(Anuvada) ın question It 1s by means of that alone that we get at the 
direction—‘ The Amdsdsya 1s to be performed on the Amavasya day and 
the Paw namisa on the Paurnamāsa day,’ which lays down the time for the 
performance of the two sacrifices ın question 

Against this, the following objection might be urged ‘Even this 
“direction 1s absolutely useless, because the time for the performance 18 
“ duly pointed out by the sentence which originally enjoined the sacrifice— 
“ozs the sentence ‘ yadagnéyo’ shtaka@palo amavasydyam paurnamasyanct- 
“ cyuto bhavati” 

To this we make the following reply In the sentence that we have 
found, we find the time forming part of the means (of accomplishing the 
Result), whereas ın the original Injunctive Sentence, we find ıb, very 
differently from this, connected with various sacrifices independent of one 
another 

That 1s to say, ın the original Injunctive Sentence, we find the Time 
mentioned ın such a way that it 1s connected with the Primay sacrifices 
—Agnaya, otc.,—mndependent of one another, and wholly devoid of then 
subsidiaries. In the sentence that we have brought forward, on the 
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other hand, the Tıme is mentioned by words with the Instrumental 
termination, and hence it forms pars of the Means (of the accomplish- 
ment of the particular result), and the imstiumentality of these has 
been cognised as belonging to the Primary Sacrifices togethe: with 
their subsidiaries, as connected with one another, 1m accordance with 
the Duective Sentence (‘Dueapiinamasabhyaim svargakāmo yapéta’), 
and hence avy fuithe: mention of the Instrumentality of these would not 
be necessary , specially as they are laid down only with reference to the 
particular Time And masmuch as what ıs meant to be so connected 
with Time 1s the Trio of Primaries, together with the subsidiaries, and 
connected with one another, one of these trios being connected with the 
Pau: namasi, and another with the Amavdsya day. And the relationship 
of the sacrifices ıs such that the moment that one of the tro having been 
begun ıs beng completed,—at that very moment, the other two are also 
taken up, and thus each t110 comes to be performed as forming a single 
action If they were to be performed in accordance with the time laid 
down ın the onginal myunctive sentence, then each of the three would 
come to be performed by itself, separately from the subsidiaries. And 
thus there ıs a distinct difference between the two ways of taking the 
sentences 

Objection: “In that case, as the result would be brought about by 
“ the two trios with all their subsidiaries, there would as great a necessity 
“for the two Trios being performed together, as there ıs of the performance 
“of the subsidiaries along with the trio of Primaries, and hence just as 
“the subsidiaries of one trio are recognised as to be performed at the 
“time of its performance, so also would the one trio—the Pirnamdasi— 
“have to be performed together with the Amavdsya (on the Amavaisya 
“ day), and vice versa, and hence both of these would come to be performed 
“on both days Nor would such performance be contrary to the restric- 
“tion of time in the original injunctive sentence, because the Pauwrna- 
“mäsa would be performed on the Paurnamāsı day (and also on the 
“ Amavasy3) For if one performs the Ama@vasy% on the Paurnamasi day, 
“it does not follow that ıt can neve: be performed on the Amdvasyd day , 
“ so also with the Paurnamasa Nor does the original Injunctive sentence 
‘prohibit the performance of the sacrifices on days other than those 
‘ mentioned therein; because all that the sentence does is to lay down 
“ the performance of the sacrifice un that particular day ” 

To the above we make the following reply That sactifice of which 
the specific time is not known, and of which the specific form does not 
disappear (ın the absence of such knowledge ò: 1ts time),—if the time of 


such a sacrifice 1s seid to depend upon something else, there 1s nothing 
wrong in this, 
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That is to say, the Amavasy@ sacrifice, having its time duly mentioned 
in the original Injunction, does not look out for another time, in the shape 
of the Paurnamast day, which it would get at, by means of its association 
with the Paurnamasi sacrifice; and similarly the Paurnzamasi sacrifice 
would not look for the Amāvāsyā day; and under the circumstances, 
if these two trios (the Paurnamisa and the Amāvāsyā) were performed at 
any other times, such performance would not be in keeping with the correct 
forms of these sacrifices as laid down in the original Injunctions ; and as such 
they would altogether cease to be the‘ Darga’ and the ‘ Paurpamāsa ’ (as not 
performed on these days). As for the subsidiaries, however, any parti- 
cular time for the performance of these is not mentioned ; and as such they 
look forward to the mention of such a time; and consequently, there 
being no chance of an incompatibility with the time mentioned in the 
original Injunction, there is no impediment in the way of their being 
connected with the time that is indicated by their peculiar associations. 

On this point we have the following objection: “The subsidiaries 
“always being performed at the time that their respective primaries are 
“performed, we would have a clear idea of their time, even withont such 
“a sentence (as that ‘amdvdsyayim amavasyiyaya, etc.), and hence this 
“sentence cannot be admitted to have anything to do with the pointing 
“out of the time of the subsidiaries.” 

To this objection we make the following reply: That the time for the 
subsidiaries is the same as that of the Primaries is not declared by any 
mantras ; on the other hand, it is this very sentence (that you have objected 
to) that forms the basis of that assertion. 

Objection: “Those (subsidiaries) that are far removed (in point 
of time) cannot in any way help the Primary.” 

Reply: Whence have you got such a law that it is only when @ 
certain thing is in close proximity with another, that it can afford any 
help? For it is only in accordance with the declarations in the serip- 
tures that we ascertain whether or not one Action will help another. 
Hence until we have met with a declaration to the effect that it is only 
proximate objects that can render any help, there can be no authority for 
asserting that that which is remote cannot help. 

Objection: “The performance of the Primary together with the 
“ subsidiaries is pointed by a sentence other than what you bring forward. 
“For instance, we have the sentence—‘ya ishtya@ paçunā soména, yajēta sa 
“qmavdsyaya paurnamasya yajéta,,—where the word * Ishti” has the 
“Instrumental ending; and being laid down with reference to the time 
“of the performance of itself together with all its Component Sacrifices 
“ond subsidiaries, the required mention of the time is got at by that 
“ means.” 


ADHIKARANA (5) 
[Treating of the independent character of the Aghia, etc ] 


Sūtra (13): “The words € Agha@ram’ and * Agqniho- 
tram’ (are mere references) because they are without 
aecessory details.” 


[This adhtkarana 1s based upon two sets of passages (1) We have the 
sentences ‘ tirdhvamagharayats, ‘santatamagharuyah, and * sjpumaghara- 
yatu, followed by ‘ dghiramagha@rayati’ , and (2) we have the sentences 
‘dadhna juhot.,’ and ‘ payasa uhoti, etc’, followed by ‘agnahotram guhkota’ 
And tLe question 1s as to whether the two sentences ‘ayh@amaghirayata ’ 
and ‘agnthotramjuhot.’ lay down actions totally distinct from those men- 
tioned in the preceding sentences, or they only 1efer to those same actions r 
And the position taken up by the Parvapaksha is that the sentence ‘äghäram- 
agharayat.’ only refers collectively to the set of actions mentioned by the 
sentences ‘irdhvam, etc.’ and so also with the sentence ‘agnihotram 
juhot? Nor can this Adhikarana be said to have been included im th 
toregoing one, because] The ‘äghāra’ and the ‘ homa’ that present them 
selves to the mind, on the utterance of the sentence ‘drdhvamagharayal’ 
and ‘ payasā juhot’, are exactly as they are pointed out by these sentences , 
nor in this case ıs there a suppression of the Bhavands of the ‘yaga’ and 
the ‘homa’ by the supervening character of the material, as we have in 
the case of the sentence ‘wshnurupingu yashtavyah’ And further, ın the 
case ın question the various sentences cannot be taken together as forming 
a single sentence (as ın the previous Adhikarana), nor does any of the 
two parties admit of the fact of the sentences being mere eulogistic ones , 
and hence the Injunction would be an absolute one, of the Action, just as 
(ın the previous case) you hold it to be that of the Accessory. 

That 1s to say, we do not, asin the case of the sentences ‘ upaingu, 
etc’, admit the fact of all the sentences ın question forming a single 
sentence, nor do they serve the purposes of glorification; and hence 
according to both parties, the sentences come to be accepted as Injunctions ; 
and the only question that arises 1s as to whether the Injunction 1s one of 
the Accessory only, or that of the Action as accompanied by that 
Accessory? And on this we have the following— 
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PURVAPAKSHA 


“The Injunction 1s one of the Action Because tho Injunotiveness, 
“ being mentioned by the Affix, can never belong to the Noun. It may be 
“urged that the Injunction of the Noun would follow from the Bhävana ; 
“ but in that case, it would be the Bhdvund that would be enjoined first, 

“That ıs to say, the Injunctive character does not rest with the 
“words ‘dadhi’ and the rest, and being expressed by the Affix, that 
“character could not be related to the Curd, otc., except by means of 
“the Bhadvand and the Root-meaning For we have no such sentence as 
“< dadhni-yat’ (the ‘yat’ being the injunctive affix only, apart from the 
“Verbal Root), the sentence that we havo is ‘dadhna kuryat’ where the 
“relationship of the dadhi with the affix ıs through the root ‘kr’ Thus 
“then, the performability of the dadhı, etc., being due solely to the Bhavana 
“and the Root-meaning,—how 18 1b that these letters are denied to be the 
“ objects of Injunction? For, certainly, without the mjanction of these, we 
“can never point out any mjanction of the Accessory. Because no sooner 
"do we proceed to show such an Injunction than the Injunction of the 
“ Bhavana and the Root-meaning presents itself forcibly Consequently we 
“must admit that what 1s enjomed 1s either the Homa or the Bhavamd ag 
“ qualified by the dadhs, ete 

“ And then, each of these Bhävanäs, being duly recognised as having 
‘ distinct accessory details of 1ts own, the very fact of their following one 
“after the other, points to the fact of ther forming a single collective 
“ whole, and ıt follows that it 1s this collectave whole that is referred to 
“by the sentence ‘agwhotram guhot,’ And the use of this reference lies 
“in the unification of the Injunctions of the Means and the Result of these 
“sacrifices And thus dadhı and the other materials, each belonging to a 
“ distinct Action by itself, we are saved the undue neceamty of taking them 
“as optional alternatives. 

“ In the same manner, ın the case of the sentences ‘ ardhvamdghara: 
“ yatı, etc etc ’,—though we do not find the matérial or the Deity of these 
“ mentioned, yet, m accordance with the rule laid down in connection with 
“4 updngu ’, qualifications of ‘ardhva, etc’ may be taken as specifying 
‘differentias, and through these those Actions bemg taken as having 
“their accessories mentioned, ıb 1s only the action mentioned by the 
“sentence ‘aghiramagharayatc’ that remains withont a mention of its 
“ accessory details, and as such, being wholly incapable of attractmg men 
“towards itself, it has to be taken as a mere reference to the pre- 
“viously mentioned sacrifices And im this case too, the use of such 
“ reference lies in the un:fication (of the three sacrifices) which 18 necessary 
“ for the purpose of the employimg ın them of the mantra ‘ida ardhwvo 
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“adhvara, etc.’; and the connection of the single Deity mentioned in the 
“sentences ‘ tasyaghiramagharya, ete.’ 


Stra (14): * Also because of the application of the 
“names (¢ ighara’ and ‘agnihotra’),?? 


“ And further, names are employed only with a view to pointing out 
“a certain definite peculiarity; and in the case in question we do not 
‘‘ perceive what these peculiarities are (that are pointed out by the names 
‘“aghara’ and ‘ agnihotra’ unless we take them as referring to the fore- 
“ going sacrifices). If the name ‘ agnzhotra’ were taken only as pointing to 
“ Homa tn general, then, inasmuch this is already known, it would not be 
“any new Action (mentioned by the word). And as already known, there 
“is nothing in it that has to be known; and as such no injunction of that 
“would be possible. 

“Then again, Actions, not having the character of Nouns, could never 
“be connected with the Accusative ending (ie, if the word ‘agnihotra’ 
“lays down an Action, it could not take the Accusative ending). As for 
“the collective whole (formed by the various actions), ihis can very 
“well serve as the objective, because such a whole is actually brought 
“about by the constituent actions. 

“That is to say, the presence of the Accusative in the words 
“t aghāram’ and ‘agnihotram’ would be possible only for a Noun that 
“would be wanted by the Veib; and certainly the actions of ‘homa’ and 
“c aghara’ could never want to get at themselves; because such self-activity 
“ would be incompatible. As for the collective whole (of Actions), how- 
‘ever, inasmuch as it is mentioned apart from the constituent actions, by 
‘ means of another word, it can very well be spoken of as something to be 
“accomplished ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ odunpakam pacati’ the 
“ particular kind of cooking is wanted by the generic cooking mentioned by 
“the Verb; and as such it is spoken of in the Accusative. 

“ Objection: “The whole having no existence apart from the parts, it 
“can never have the character of something to be accomplished; and as 
“such, even in this case, the Accusative ending is not proper ”. 

“ Reply: Not so; because the whole is something that is actually 
“brought about by a conglomeration of the constituent Actions. It is only 
“ from the constituent parts taken together that the whole cannot be held to 
“ be different; from each of them individually, however, there is no doubt 
“that the whole is totally distinct; and it being impossible for the whole 
“to be accomplished without the individual constituents, there is nothing 
“ incongruous in the Accusative character of the former. 

* Objection : “ All such words (as ‘ agnthotra’) have been on a former 
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“occasion shown to be expressive of the constituent actions, and hence 
“the undue self-activity of these constituents remains as incongruous 
“as before,” 

“ Reply This does not affect our position, because even though the 
“noun may directly denote the parts, ıt could be taken as indirectly ın- 
“‘dicating the whole, and as such, like its singleness, the accusative 
“ character also of the whole could very well be perceived. Nor is it 
‘ possible, as in the case of the cooking, for the same action to be expressed 
“ by the Verb and also by the Accusative, through its two-fold character 
“of the general and the partzcular , because in the case in question, we do 
“not have the general and the particular actually mentioned 

‘The above arguments could be applied, on behalf of the siddhdnta, 
“to the case of the sentence ‘ puurnamisim, etc’, and hence also it 
“follows that hke the word ‘paurnamdasi’ ‘agnehotiam’ also should be 
“taken as a mere reference to the foregoing sacrifices 


Sutre (15) “ Because of its not being Prakrta (related 
to the Context).” 


“ Objection ‘Under sūtra II—u—5, the view was stated that the 
‘Action would obtain its accessories from the other sentences, which 
“are Injunctions of accessories only, and in the same manner, in the 
“case ın question, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhot: may be taken as the 
“ originative injunction of an Action, which would have its accessories as 
“mentioned by the sentences ‘ tandulasr guhote’, ‘ dadhna guhotr, etc’ 

“ Reply This cannot be, because in the case cited the doubt as to 
“the particular words being mere references rested upon the words 
“< paurnamāsya’ and ‘amdvasya@’ occurring ın the sentences themselves , 
“in the case in question, on the other band, we do not find the word 
“< agnvhotra’ in the sentences ‘ tandulaa guhote, ete’, the word ‘guhot:’ 
“that we do find in these ıs common to all Homas , and as such cannot be 
‘taken as pointing to the junction of the Agnzhotia alone 

“ Objection ‘The particular Homa would be indicated by the Pra- 
“karana (Context, or mutual want)’ 

“ Reply Not so, because of there being no prakaruna That is to say, 
“in the originative sentence (‘agnihotiam juhotr’) we do not find any 
““ makarana’ of Actions, because it 1s only after the action has been 
“connected with a particular result, that there arises a prakarana (or 
“ desire) of knowing how that Result 1s to be brought about by means of 
“that Action, and as such the Piakarana could only proceed from the 
“assumed sentence that would sum up all the three factors of the Bhdvand 
“yn connection with the Action in question 

“ The following may be urged against us ‘The Agnihotia would be 
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“connected with its Deity and Material, when ıt would appear m the 
“assumed sentence you speak of (and thus ıt would be an Action by 
“ itself) ’ 

“Tn reply to this 1t 1s urged that an Action that has its accessory 
“details unknown, could never be enjoined with reference to a definite 
“result, and hence ıt 1s only such actions as have their details fully 
“known that can be mentioned in the aforesaid assumed sentence, (and 
“these Actions are the various actions mentioned by the different ‘ywhotz’s) 

“Objection ‘We have such sentences as tasydightramigharya, etc, 
“ada trdhvo, etc, aghdiam, etc,—which are found to pomt out the 
“ materal and the mantric Deity , and as such the mere mention of the 
“name (Aghdra) would point out its accessory details.’ 

“Reply Notso, becanse the word ‘ dghara,’ apart from the denota- 
“tion of its verbal Root, cannot serve the purposes ofa specification A 
“name expresses a peculiarity only in that case where the name has 
“been applied with a distinct reference toa certain peculianty In the 
“ case in question, however, we have in close proximity such sentences as 
“s grdhvamaghirayat.’, where the literal denotation of the verb 1s found to 
“be quite perceptible , and as such even in the sentence ‘ @gharumaghara- 
“yatı, the word ‘äghāram’ cannot be taken in any other sense, save the 
“literal one of pouring, and as suchit cannot be taken as pomting to 
“any particular pouring 

“Objection ‘The particular pouring would be got at from the Pra- 
“ karana’ 

“ In reply to this, we have the present sūta, which means that the 
t äghūra 1s not the ‘prakrta’, because it ocenis ın a context dealing with 
“the Darça-paurnamāsa and certainly the Prakarana of one Action can 
“have no application in the case of another, 

“ Objection ‘The particular action could be pointed out by means of 
“ proximity ’ 

“Tn reply to this also we hive this same satra,—the sense bemg that 
“what you say 13 not possible, because it 1s only the superior authority of 
“ Syntactical Connection that can establish a relationship with something 
“not occuring in the same context. And thus there 1s an agieement be- 
“tween Syntactical Connection and Contevt, when the originative sentences 
“ themselves are admitted to have within themselves the mention of the 
“material and the Deity Itis only when even a slight detail of the 
“ Action 1g mentioned, that the character of the Action being thereby duly 
‘ascertained, other details come to be connected with it, in some way or 
“another And in the cases ın question, we find that in regard to each 
“ of the actions, we have such details as ‘ @rdhva,’ etc , and ‘tandula’, etc , 
“whereas we have not the slightest details mentioned in the two 
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“sentences ‘dgharamaghdrayate ’ and ‘agnihotiam guhots’ Consequently 
“these two sentences cannot but be taken as merely referting to the 
“former Actions.” 


SIDDHANTA 


Stra (16): They are injunctions (of independent 
Actions); because the words distinctly express something 
to be performed; and the repetition of the same words 
is for the purpose of laying down the accessory details. 


The Bhashya speaks of the sentences being the Injunctions of other 
actions , though what 1s meant ıs that they are Injunctions of Actions, 
hence this assertion of the Bhashya should be taken as shown above (on 
p 486 of the teat, Translation, p. 674) 

It 1s clearly perceived that the words ‘aghdrayat.’ (in ‘ dghara- 
mighdiayate’) and guhote’ (an ‘ agnehotram juhot’), not having their 
Injunctive potency taken up by any other woid, cannot but distinctly 
express the injunction of definite actions No: can it be urged that the 
actions of ‘Aghara and ‘Homa’ are already enjomed by the sentences 
‘ardhwam, etc.” and ‘ dadhni,’ etc , because the Injunctive potency of 
these sentences 1s taken up by the laying down of the accessories in the 
shape of ‘ardhva °’ and ‘ dadhz’, which are not laid down by any other 
sentence, and as such we cannot veiy well discard the idea of these 
sentences meiely referrmg (by the words ‘ @gharayat.’ and ‘uhoti °) to the 
actions of Aghdra and Homa (enjomed by the two former sentences) 

Nor ıs the law of ‘ Qualfied Injunction’ (sūtra I—1v-—9) applicable to 
these sentences, because of the saving clause ‘af they are not enjoined by 
another sentence’ It 1s this that is meant to be shown by the Bhashya — 
In the case of the sentences ‘ irdhvam, etc.’ the injunction of the actron of the 
Aghtra and Homa could not be underectly indicated by the expressed relationship 
of the ‘dadh’ and ‘ ürdhva’ , because so long as we have direct anjpunctrons of 
these actions (1m the sentences ‘dghadram, etc’ and ‘ agnthotram, etc’), they 
cannot be taken as indirectly indicated, etc. And the sense of this 18 that so 
long as we have diect Injunctions, we cannot have them as mdirectly 
indicated by any relationships , or that so long as we have an Injunction of a 
member of relationship, the other sentences may be taken as laying down 
accessories, and as such we cannot accept mere relationship Consequently 
1t is not possible for the actions of Aghaira and Homa to be indicated by 
the injunctions of relationships, mdependently of the two sentences 
(* dgh@ram, eto,’ and ‘ agnehotram, etc’), and as such on the mere strength 
of any such indication, these latter sentences cannot be taken as mere 
references to previously enjoined actions. 
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It may be argued that—‘“no Injunction could ever give up the 
Bhavana and the Root meaning, and betake itself to the Dadhı (as held 
by you)”. This 1s quite true, but we do not dissociate the Injunction 
from the Bhazana altogether , what we mean 1s that the accessory—dadhe— 
is touched by the Injunction as pertaining to the Bhavana, specially as the 
case-ending (in ‘ dadhn@’) serves to throw that accessory into the Bhavana 

Thus then, the upshot of all this ıs that, whenever we come across 
an Injunction of a qualified Action, what we have to consider, m the fist 
instance, 18 what factor of the object of Injunction is such as has been laid 
down elsewhere, and what 1s not so, and when this has been duly dis- 
criminated, the Injunction comes to be taken as pertaining wholly to 
that factor which has not been laid down elsewhere, ın the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhna@ guhote’, as the object of injunction 18 the action of 
Homa as qualified by Dadhi, when we find that the Homa has already been 
laid down by the sentence ‘ agmhotram juhoti °, we conclude the Injunction 
in question to pertain to the Dadhe only, and the Bhavana and the Raot- 
meaning (denoted in ‘ dadhnā guhotz’) are said to be mere references to 
those enjoined elsewhere, and ıt ıs never said that fiom the very begim- 
ning the sentence ‘dadhn@ guhote’ enjoins only the accessory with 
reference to the previously enjoined Bhavana and Root-meaning 

Thus then, 1t 1s this subsequent restriction of the Injunction with a 
view to explain which, to people of dull mtellects, our Author has laid down 
a soit of a rule which 1s not very accurate, and some people have been led 
to regard this to be the actual view of the author himself and as such with 
a view to lead people astray, just as they themselves have been led astray, 
these people laid down the following eight methods of the Dect Injunction 
(of Actions), where the one that follows is held to be weaker in its authority 
than the preceding one: (l) the mjunction of the Root-meaning, (2) 
the injunction of the qualified Root meaning; (3) the injunction of the 
Rovt-meaning with 1eference to something else, (4) theinjunction of the 
qualifed Root-meaning with reference to something else, (5) the myunc- 
tron of something else with reference to the Root-meaning , (6) the injunc- 
tion of the Relationship of the Root-meaning with the other two , (7) the m- 
junction of the Relationship of the Affix as qualified by the Root-meaning 
with the other two, and (8) the myanction of the Relationship of the 
othe: two, apart from the Root-meaning. 

Now then, as an instance of (1), people cite the sentence ‘ agnehotium 
yuhot.’? But this 1s scarcely correct, because 16 1s never the case that th: 
Injunction renounces the Bhavand and betakes itself to the Root-meaning 
nor does a man ever engage himself with anything other than the 
Bhavana , because ıt 19 the Bhavana wherein 13 centred the activity of the 
agent, while the Root-meaumyz often rests in the Action only; as for 
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instance, the offering (which is the meaning of the Root in ‘yuhotz’) rests 
in the partition of the cake (offered), and ceitaimly the action of one can 
never be performed by another , consequently 1t must be admitted that the 
meaning of the Root ‘hū’ as qualified by the dadhi, etc, 18 enjoined only 
as specifymg the particula: Bhavana (and not independently by itself) 
And ıt has been already explained under sifra I[--1—1 that the Root- 
meaning 18 never enjoined as something to be accomplished (but only as an 
Instrument), and when itis not an Instioment (but something to be 
accomplished), it does not stand in need of another object to be accom- 
plished ; and as such 14 could not be enjoined, by any other sentence, with 
reference to any definite Result 

As an instance of (2), they quote ‘soména yajéta’, but here also, in 
accordance with the method laid down under [—1-—25, the Root-meaning 
and the various objects spoken of ın the sentence, bearing no defimte 
relationship among themselves, just like the ‘ redness,” ‘one year old’, ete 
in the sentence ‘ arunaya, ete ,’ come to help one another only after they 
have been connected with the Bhavand, as we shall show further on, in 
the beginning of Adhyayas VII and IX, and as such there can be no 
Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning And if the ‘yaga’ (the Root- 
meaning), havimg the character of the Instrument towards the Bhavana, 
were to be an objective to the material offered, then we would have the 
anomaly pointed out under sūtra I—iv—8, and hence there can be no 
Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning 

As an example of (3) they quote ‘within prokshatz’ , but ın this case 
we ale cognisant of no such relationship, as ‘ prokshanéna vrihin’, (be- 
cause both are kārakas and as such cannot be related) and hence both of 
these being related to the sense of ‘karott? (the sense of the sentences 
being ‘prokshaneña vrihin kuryat), ıt ıs not the meaning of the Root 
(‘proksha’) that 1s enjoined with reference to the vriiz If 1ts Injunction 
be spoken of as referring to the Bhāvanā, then such injunction of the 
Bhavana being present in all cases (there would be no difference in the 
various methods of Injunction) consequently the present method of 
Injunction could not be any weaker, on the ground of its having a 
qualified object , and as such there 1s no reason why 1b should be given the 
third place 

As an instance of (4) they cite ‘dagapavitrena graham samméarshte’ , 
but the arguments urged against the last two apply to this also, and 
hence ıt 18 not right to accept the Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning 
with reference to something else 

As an instance of (5) they quote ‘dadhnit juhot’, but in this case 
also the words do not sigmfy that the person does the dadhi wn the Homa 
(‘dadhe homé karote’), because the Homa is neither expressed by the word, 
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as a place , nor 18 it so, in the actual state of things, nor 1s the dadhı some- 
thing to be done, because ıt has always the characte: of the Instrument 
This method of Injunction 1s more authoritative than the two methods of 
qualified Injunction, because so long as the Injunction of one only 18 
possible (as in the present mstance), ıt 1s not right for it to appertain to 
many, and as for the anomaly of the Injunction pertainmg to something 
removed fiom it, this ıs common to both parties , and as such cannot be 
brought fo: ward against any one party only , and the remote object 1s ad- 
mitted only because of the impossibility of a more proximate object, and 
where both (the Remote and the Proximate) are accepted, the anomaly of 
the simultaneous acceptance of two contradictory objects, as also of the 
simultaneous possibility and impossibility of the same, would be admitted, 
only because there ıs no way out of ıt, and in cases other than these, 16 
would not be any more complicated than the Injunction of the qualified 
Root-meaning , and as such this should have been placed in the fifth place 
In fact1t should have been mentioned either immediately after the Injunc- 
tion of the pure Root-meaning, or afte: that of the Root-meaning with 
regard to something else 

As an instance of (6), they auote ‘priktigau adhvaryavé dadātı, where, 
1t 1s held, the relationship of the Prakacga with the Adhvaryu is enjomed 
with reference to the meaning of the verb ‘dada@tz’ But this is scaicely 
correct, because such an interpretation bespeaks a sad want of a due un- 
derstanding of the syntax of the sentence , as m all sentences that which 1s 
introduced by the word ‘yat’ is the subject, and that whichis mentioned by 
the word ‘tat’ 1s the Predicate Consequently, ın the sentence ın question, 
if it were meant to enjoin the relationship of the Prāhäça and the Adhvaryu, 
in that whichis guen (‘yat dadātı’), then imasmuch as this latter clause 
would refer to all ‘ gzwngs’, the sentence would come to mean that all 
saciificial gifts are to be transformed into the Präkäça, and as for the 
capability of enjoming more than one thing (ze, the Adhvaryu and the 
Piakaga), 1t has not been denied in the case of the action being an en- 
jomed one Whenever a relation ıs enjomed, 16 always implies the 
members related , m the case of the injunction of the Root-meaning, how- 
ever, there is no relative member to be laid down, for otherwise the 
Relative would be subordinate to the Relationship, and not to the Action 

Here ıt may be argued that—“ the affix accompanied by the Root- 
meaning, while laying down the Relationship, would lay 1t down with refer- 
ence to the Root-meanng” If this be meant, then the next two (7 and 8) 
methods of Injunction would be included in this, and ıt would be useless 
to speak of them separately Hither in the sentence.‘ vayavyam pveta- 
malabhéta ’ (cited as an instance of 7) or m ‘ dadhnénd1iyakamasya juhuyāt’ 
(cited as an instance of 8), the Affix accompanied by the Root meaning 
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does not lay down the Relationship , as a matter of fact, the root ‘ alabha,’ 
bemg uttered only as a mark of the Primary Saciifice in question, does 
not in any way help, by its colouring, in the injunction of the Relationship 
between the material (gveta) and the Deity (Vayu) , nor can this ela- 
tionship be accoinphshed by means of the i1oot ‘@lubha’, because the 
Deity and the Material appertain to the sacrifice (and not to the Glambhana, 
touching kileng). If, in the accomplishment of the relationship, the Root 
didanything besides the biingmg about of the utterance of the affix, then, 
in the case of the injunction of the Relationship between the Dadh and the 
sense-organs, why should the Homa have been left out? Or again, why 
should the Homa be taken only as pointed out by the context? Therefore 
we conclude that there can be no injunction of the relationship of something 
else, with reference to the Root-meaning And as shown above, we should 
deny the fact of the Root-meaning being a place, and also that of the kã aka 
(or thing) being something to be done And ıt has already been explained 
that prior to the connection of the BA@vand, there ıs no injunction of even 
the Relationship, with reference to the Root-meanmg 

Thus then, we cannot take the sentence as laying down the 
Relationship with reference to all gewngs If the geving be taken as 
qualified by the Adhvaryu, o1 the Adhvaryu be taken as qualified by the giving, 
even then, as these would be a qualified reference, there would be a syntac- 
tical spht If the reference be to the Adhvaryu alone, then, though the 
guving would certainly be implied by the Dative ending (in ‘ adhvaryavé’), 
yet, masmuch as the peculiar relationship between the object given and the 
person receiving the gift would not be possible without the verb ‘daddtr’, we 
would have to assume the latter , just as the verb ‘ yazāt ' has to be assumed 
from the relationship of a certain material with a Deity , and hence there 
can be no form of the sentence, wherein there could be a 1elationship of 
the other two, with reference to the Root-meaning As a matter of fact 
in the case m question, the giving and the Adhvaryu being such as have been 
laid down elsewhere, what the sentence 1n question does 18 to lay down only 
the two Pra@hagas, and in this case the injunction of the Relationship 1s 
imphed, and hence it 1s not 1ight to bimg this forward as a distinct 
method of Injunction. This will be further: explained unde: the 
‘ Jaghanyadhikarana’ (sūtras II1—in—20-22), whereit 1s shown that where 
out of two things, any one 18 such as has not been previously laid down, 
it 1s this latte: that ıs enjomed with reference to the former: (which has 
been enjomed elsewhere), and then Relationship ıs implied ,—whuile in a 
case where both are such as have been laid down elsewhere, or where none 
of them 1s so, we have the injunction of the Relationship only 

In all these three (the sixth, the seventh and the eighth) cases, the fact 
of the Relationship being imphed by the Affix 1s common , and as such there 
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can be no difference in the strength or weakness of their authority, Nor 
is it possible for us ever to be faced by a contradiction of these three 
methods, when all of them happen to apply to the same cases—where a 
knowledge of their comparative ‘strength or weakness could be of use to 
us; and hence the mention of these in a definite order does not serve any 
useful purpose. 

Thus then, in all cases, we must, in accordance with the present 
Adhikarana, admit the injunction to be of the qualified Bhavan®; and 
whatever else may be found to be mentioned in the Bhāshya, it must be 
taken only as a means of making clear, to the dull intellect, what is not 
easily intelligible to it in the strictly accurate form. 

The mention of ‘ proximity’ and ‘ remoteness’ is with reference to the 
fact of the objects spoken of being the qualifications of the Bhavana, 
wherein the injunction all along rests. 

Question: “ How conld the Bhavant be enjoined when it is already laid 
down by another sentence ? ” 

Answer: The Bhavana qualified (as it is in the sentence in question) 
has never been laid down before; and hence it would be in the qualified 
form that the Bhāvanā would be enjoined; and what it really comes to is 
that the Injunction is for the sake of the qualification, as we shall explain 
later on. 

Objection: “In that case, the injunctive word not functioning over the 
“ qualifications, if it were to lay them down through the Bhavand, then, even 
“in the case of the injunction of an action that has already been laid down, 
“it could lay down many qualifications, in the same manner as it does in 
“the case of an action never laid down before; and as such a case would 
“ not be amenable to the law that ‘when an action has been enjoined, what- 
“ ever is mentioned is for its sake, and hence particular qualifications would 
“ be mentioned for particular actions.’ ” 

Reply: This does not affect our position ; because even though the in- 
junctiveness appertains to the Bhavana, there is always a distinction made 
as to whether 1t 18 for the sake of that Bhāvunā only (or for that of some- 
thing else); andit is only when there are many qualifications that there 
occurs a split of the sentence. That is to say, in a case where the In- 
junctiveness pertaining to the Bhavund is taken as being for the sake of 
the Bhavana itself, the injunction of the qualification comes to be 
implied by it; and in this case we do not perceive any syntactical split. 
When, however, the Injunnctivness 1s ascertained to be for the suke of the 
qualification of the Bharana, then, inasmuch as this wonld entail the removal, 
to a distance, of the Bhāvanā, which naturally has had a proximate position, 
—there being a contact of many qualifications, the injunction could be of 
that qualification alone, for whose sake it would have been ascertained to 
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be, and not ofany other even though this latter may be located in the same 
place,—just as the eye does not pertain to touch, etc , and thus there 
would be the necessity of splitting up the sentence mto various sentences 
And we have already shown that even though the [njnnctiveness, in all 
cases, extends over the same place, yet, ın point of fact, ıt 19 actually 
moving from one place to the other, and resting itself upon one object after 
the other And thus we do not find any incongruity in tins, 

As for the objection that in the case of the myunctions of the Abhyu- 
diteshtz and the Prakaga, there would be the anomaly of the Injunction 
serving various purposes, this 1s applicable to all parties, and as to how 


it does not apply to us, we shall show unde: the sections treating of those 
subjects. 


O 


[The Vā tika now proceeds to deal with certain questions and answers 
set forth in the Bhashya ] 


O 1e 


(The author has declared that the sentences ‘ dadhnā juhot etc’ serve 
the purpose of laying down the qualification of the Bhavana of Huma, 
and on this the objector puts the question) 

“ The qualifying word mryht very well qualefy the object denoted by it, 
“but as a matter of fact, we do not, in the case in quesivon, perceive any 
“ functioning of the qualificateon And the sense of this ıs that so long as the 
qualification 1s not duectly laid down, the Agent could not engage him- 
“self ın it, and as such even if he would perform the particular 
“sacrifice, without taking any notice of that qulification, he would feel 
“that he had done his work ” 

In reply to this objection, the Author puts the question— What would 
happen then? And this question refers to the fact of the Injunction being 
ın the form of a sentence The author proceeds to make his point clear 
by adding —even though the qualification would be inoperative, the meaning uf 
the word would be duly ascertained This latter sentence of the Bhashya 
may als» be taken as emanating from the objector, who is cogitating over 
the matter in his own mind 

It is with a v'ew to this that we have the next Question and Answer 

Question “ What would be the nse of the protimaty of the uord denoting 
“ the qualsfcatzon (when the Qualification will have been expiessed by the 
“ Tnyunction) ?” 

(And the answer to this 1s that of may be taken as useless) 

Question “How cana word of the Veda be useless? This question 
“refers to su/ra I—1—8 ” 


Answer When there rs actually no use, uhat else could we say? And the 
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Inner purport of thisis thatitis the objector who makes the word useless, 
by denying all functioning of the qualification According to om theory, 1b 
serves a distinctly useful purpose, and as suca 1b caunot be said to be 
useless 

Objection ‘In that case the wngunction of the qualification would jest 
“ upon the authority of syntax,—that 1s to say even though the Injunction, 
“pertaining to the qualified Bhavana 1s a duect one, yet, in the way you 
“ put it, 16 would come to 1est upon the authority of the syntax.” 

Answer So long as ue have a certain fact expressed by direct Assertion, 
we do not have recourse to the implications of the syntax ,—thot 18 to say, we 
may have that (1e, Bhavana) itself as the object of the Injunction, 
through which the Qualifications come to be enjomed 

Objection “True, at 1s so, but when thut Bhavana ıs not meant to be 
“ engouned, then we could have the Qualification as the abject of the Ingunctron 
‘In support of this the transference of the Injunctive potency will be 
“dealt with unde: the sūtra ‘na cedanyena çishtāk’ (I—1v—9) ” 

Ansuer Why should at nut be meant to be enjoined ? This question 18 
put with a touch of pity for the opponent, or ıt may be taken as an 
assertion of the Author himself 

The Bhaishya concludes— Thus ıt 1s proved ihat the repetition of ‘ dadhna 
guhot.’ ws for the purpose of laying doun the qualifyeng materrals The sense 
of this 1s that, ‘ becanse of its prommity’—1e, because of the fact of the 
qualification having entered ito the Bhavana, ıt becomes an object of 
Injunction , or that because of the proximity of Qualification, there 18 a 
transference of the Injunctive Potency, or that because of the proximity 
of the Injunction (by anothe: sentence) of the Bhévan& and the Root- 
meaning (of ‘guhote’), the Injunction (in the sentence in question) 38 that 
of the Qualification, specially as there 1s no incompatibility between Duect 
Assertion and Syntax 

Says the Bhashya—The utterance of ‘ jaboti’ (m the sentences ‘dadhna 
guhote’, etc) 1 with a view to referring to the previously enjoined Homa, for 
the purpose of connecting wt with the materials (dadhi, ete ), Though the 
mention of the word ‘guhotr’ was quite clear, jet the Author has 
explained it only with a view to show that by that he refers to all verbs 
under similar circumstances (for instance, ‘ dgh@r aya.’ and the rest). 

Question “If the umd ‘puhotr’ only serves to refer to the Homa, by 
“what word rs the qualifying material engorned ?” 

Answer You should not run away with the idea that I declare it to be 
enjorned by the uod ‘dadhi? Tins bearing of the sentence 1s to be ex- 
plained in the manner shown unde: the Adhakarana on ‘ Vajgapéya’ (I—1v 
—6-8) The answer is that m the word “4 whote i (an ‘dadhna puhotr $) the 
affix serves the purposes of enjomiug (the qualifying material), and it 18 
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only the Root that ser ves to refer to a previous Homa, (and thus there 1s no 
difficulty about the said Injunction) 

Question ‘ If the words are angunctive, uhen the object in question has 
‘t already been lard down, why should they be pronounced again? That is to say, 
“ when the Bhévand has already been previously enjoimed, how can there 
“ be another Injunction (of the same) ?” 

Ansuer The woids are pronounced again for the purpose of laying down 
what rs expressed by ihe whole sentence (‘ dadhnā uhoti’), Inasmuch as the 
material dadhz 18 expressed by the single word ‘dadhz’ 1t cannot be said 
to be expressed by the sentence, and hence what the answer means ts that 
what is enjomed 1s the Bhavana as qualified by dadhi (as itis tlus that is 
actually expressed by the sentence in question) 

Thus then we conclude that the sentences ‘agnihotram juhote’ and 
‘Gghftrumagharayat.’ are the enpunctrons of Actions This should be ex- 
plained in the same way as we have pomted out above (text, p 486, trans- 
lation, p 674) with regard to the ‘ upānçu’ 

[We now pioceed to meet the arguments biought forward by the 
Pairvapaksha}. 

(1) As for the names ‘ Agmhotra’ and ‘ Aghia’, they can be explained 
as serving the purpose of pointing out the peculiarity indicated by the 
verbs ‘guhote’ and ‘ dyhd@ayate’ , and in the mesent instance, they serve to 
distinguish the two actions in question from all othe: actions (of Homa 
and Aghara), on the ground of these two being enjomed 

(2) As for the absence of the accessory details (as urged under sūtra 
15), we find that the Maternal and the Deity are distinctly pointed ont by 
the context. Nor can it be urged that there being uo method mentioned in 
the injunctive sentence (there would be no context) , because nosuch method 
would be looked for until the relationship with the Result had been estab- 
lished. 

(3) Nor 1s it impossible for us to have the Injunction of the Result 
with regaid to an Action of which the Material and the Deity have not 
been lud down Because the Result might very well be laid down with 
regaid to the Homa only, of winch the Material and the Deity might be 
mentioned late: on, and there would be no incongruity in this. 

(4) Asa matter of fact, m similar cases, we do admit of reference to 
previously enjomed actions. But the acceptance of this Refe: ence always 
depends upon the fact of the action referred to being one that has been 
already enjoined (or mentioned) , and as such it always stands in need of 
recogiusing the Action as the same as that which has been previously 
enjoined 

(5) The mere fact of the Aghdra bemg mentioned m another Pra- 
karana does not do away with all the intervening Prakaranas of the Aghara 


GHARA AND AGNIHOTRA ARE INDEPENDENT ACTIONS 693 


Because even in the case of the Aghara (as laid down by the sentence 
‘ Gyh@amagh@rayat.’), the conjugational affix always raises in us a desire 
to know the Objet, the Insti ument and the Method of the Action, and hence 
1b 18 quite possible for the Material and the Deity to be indicited by the 
Prakarana (as the said desue could be fulfilled ouly by an indication of 
these) 

Then again, your theory would necessitate the assumption of many un- 
seen factors Be ause you make each of the sentences —‘ dadhnd juhot, etc’ 
and * ardlvamagharayats, ete.’ — lay down an independent Action , and we do 
not find any deity laid down eithe: for the Homa of Daidhi, or for the 
urdhva G@yhara, ete , and in the case of the sentence ‘ardhvamiyh@ayate? 
the material too is not mentioned, and inasmuch you hold each of them 
to be the injunction of an mdependent action, they could not be taken 
as laying down the matezals, etc , for one another 

Fo: these reasons it must be as we have put ıt 

(6) It has been argued above that in the sentence ‘ agnzholram juhot, 
if the first word were to express an action, then, inasmuch as an 
Action could nevei be the objective, the accusative ending (in ‘ agn- 
hotram’) would be wholly inexplicable In reply to tlis we mge that an 
Action can be the objective of such verbs as ‘ sankal/pa’ (dete: mination) 
and the like, and as such the accusative ending 1n ‘ aguzhotram’ could 
be eaplained as with reference to the ‘determination’ implied by the 
wold ‘juhotz’, and as such there is nothing incongruous in the accusative 
ending in ‘ aynthotram ’ 

Objecteon “In connection with Aguthotia, we find the sentences— 
“* vadagnaye ca prajiputayé cu sdyam juhot: ’, and ‘ yatsurydya ca prayapniayé 
“ea pratuk’, and inasmuch as these distinctly lay down more than one 
“ Accessory (Deity) for the Action, ıt becomes open to the argaments 
“brought forward under sūtra II—n—6 In fact some people actually 
“admit this as an mevitable fact And 1t19 only thus that we have a dis- 
“tinction between the Agnehotra offered in the mvimng and that offered 
“in the evening,—a distinction which 1s clearly pointed out by the 
“injunction that ‘the offering in the evening should not be precisely the 
‘same as that offered in the morning’ Nor, m this case, as in the case of 
“the using of the various vessels at the Jyotwshtoma, can the evening 
“ Agnihotra be taken as a part of the morning one, because each of these 
‘ag found to be complete by itself Itis thus alone that ıt becomes 
“ possible tor the whole procedure of the morning offering to be repeated 
“wholly m the evening offering, exactly as in the case of the ‘ Darga- 
“ Pirnamdsa’ Otherwise the single petformance of the procedure in the 
“mourning would have sufficed for the evening offering also, ın accordance 
“with the law laid down under X—i—1-12. Nor is there any useful 
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purpose served by making the two Agmhotras one and the same Hence 
“we conclude that the sentence ‘ aynzhotram juhotr’ 18 a reference to the two 
“ offer mgs colle tively (though 1t may not be one to the Homas laid down 
“by the sentences ‘ dudhn4 juhot, etc’) ” 

To this we make the following reply 

We do not find any useful purpose served by such reference to the 
two offerings collectively, and as for their untficition in the sentence 
laying down then performance, we could get hold of one, exactly 4s we do 
in the case of the ‘ Rāzasūya? That is to say, the 1eference to a number of 
actions collectively is always based upon the fact of thei unification ex- 
pressed ın words that speak of them collectively , and ın the same manner, 
we could also im the case 1n question have a reference to the two Agnihotra 
offerings necessitated by such unification, in the sentence ‘ agnizhotram guhnyit 
svargakamah’ (and the necessary 1eference having been acc omplished by this 
sentence, there 1s no useof having them refered to again by the sentence 
‘agnihotram juhot °). And just as in the case of a Rajasitya, all necessary 
reference 1s accomplished by the single sentence ‘rajasityéna svarazyakamo 
yapéta’, and no other sentence 1s wanted for the 1efe1euce,—so would 1t 
also be in the case of the Agnihotra 

Objection “In that case, masmuch as the name ‘ Agnzhotra’ would 
“ apply to all Homas, the Result, Heaven, mentioned mm the sentence ‘aygnzho- 
“tram juhuyāt svargakGmak’ would peitain to all these Homas, and con- 
“sequently even those Homas that are offered into Fires othe: than those 
“used at the Agmhotra would become endowed with the character of 
“a Prmmary Sacrifice ” 

Reply : But by what ‘means would this Primary character of such 
Homas be set aside by the mere faet of the word ‘ agnihoiram’ serving the 
only purpose of a collective reference to the Homas (mentioned in the 
sentences ‘dadhna juhot1, etc’? In the case of the sacrifices called by the 
names ‘ Paurnamasya’ and ‘ Amavasy&’, we find that the requisite differ- 
entiation is made by the Fires specified by these names, and there is no 
such means of differentiation in the case ın question 

Question “The name ‘ Agnihotia’ may be taken as ‘that wherein the 
offering 1s made to Agni’, and this would serve as a differentiating charac- 
teristic.” 

Answer That-will not do, because even those Homas that are offered 
into other Fires have the same Agni for their Deity. And further, this 
intetpretation would land you in another difficulty namely, that the 
morning libations of the Agnihotra beg offered (to Sürya and Prajāpatı 
and not to Agm) would cease to be directly called * Agmhotra ’, and as such 
would become a mere guxiliary to the Agmhutra 

Thus then, we find that whethe: we take the word ‘ Agnthotram’ as a 
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mere reference to the other Homas or not, ıt does not make any difference 
with regard to the objection urged above (as to the primary characte: of 
all Homas) Asa matter of fact, if the Homas offered into othe: Fires be 
different fromthe Agnzhotra, or if in all Fires (that of the Agnzhotia as also 
the other fires) the same action (of offering) be repeated,—in any case, all 
that the word ‘agnihotia’ would express would be (1)a proximity (to the 
action laid down by the originative Injunction), (2) the presence of Fire, and 
(3) the character of Homa, and hence all the Homas that would fulfill 
these three conditions would be related to vhe particular Result, and would 
all equally have the primary character 

Thus it is that, according to certam Vazdzkas, the word ‘ Agnihotra’ 
18 applied to all these Homas, for we find that having laid down four 
libations each in the Ga:hapatya and the Anviharyapacaniya Fires, and 
two in the Ahavaniya Fire, they sum up all these in the sentence ‘one who 
knowing this performs this fully equipped giand Agnehotra, ete , etc’ 

For these reasons, the sentence ‘agnehotiam juhote’, having no other 
useful purpose to serve, must be taken as the true Injunction of the Action 
(of Aynthotra) And thus alone would ıt be possible for us to take the 
sentences laying down the libationsinto the Ga: hapatya, ete , as pointing 
out the accessories (in the shape of the various Fires) of the Agnzhotra, 
just like the sentences ‘ dudhna guhoti, etc’, and thereby we would have 
done away with all grounds for taking those libations as Actions different 
fiom the Agmhotra, because mall these libations we recognise the same 
original action of the Agnzhota 

Questeon ‘Inasmuch as all these Fires appertain to the same Action, 
“why should not they be taken as optional alternatives, just like the 
“materiils dadh, tandula, ete ?” 

To this some people make the following 1eply “They are not so 
“taken, ın consieration of certam transcendental uses, that 1s to say, 
“anasmnch as the Inbation could be poured on the bare ground, with- 
“ ont any particular receptacle, in the shape of a duly sanctitied Fire, the 
“specification of the Fire must be taken as with a view to certain tran- 
“ scendental results, and as many such results could be possible, the Homa 
“1g 1epeated in each of the Fires (and not ın one only) ” 

We do not accept this explanation, because 1f such be the case, then 
there would be nothing to preclude the presence of the Ahavaniya Fire at 
the libation that 1s laid down to be offered at the plice where the cow with 
which the Soma has been purchased puts its seventh step (because in this 
case also a ti inscendental result could be possible) It may be argued 
that in this latter case Hone 1s mentioned only once, and hence the Fne 1s 
precluded from the ‘seventh step Libation’, because its presence would 
necessitate an unwarranted iepetition of the Homa, but then the same 
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could be said of the case in question also (because in this also the number 
of libations is specified) Hence the explanation given does not save us 
from having to take the various Pires as optional alte:natives 

Therefore the only ground that we have for taking all these Homas 
into the various Fires as collectively forming the ‘ Aynhotra’ hes in the 
senter.ce ‘the fully equipped grand Agnihvtra, etc,’ and also in the law 
laid down under sūtra XILT—in—30 

Otherwise, 1f the transcendental result were the only ground, the 
particular Apiiiva, or transcendental result, would follow from the Fires 
only when these would be made the receptacles of the offerings, and as 
the place of the receptacle would be occupied by one Fue, there could be 
no room for any other That ıs to say, though the presence of the Fue 
may be fo. the sake of certain transcendental results, yet, on account of 
the Locative ending (in the word expressive of the Fires), such results 
could be accomplished by the Fire being made the receptacle of the offering, 
and then, as the receptacle 1s a visible thing, so long as the place would be 
occupied by one Fire, there would be no room fo. another, and hence in 
this case the various Fires cannot but be taken as optional alternatives 

Question “ Why cannot the virious Homas be taken as different ac- 
“tions, ou the ground of the differences in the number of Ihbations, just as 
“we have iu the case of the sentence ‘ixa Ghutiryuhote’ ?” 

Answer This cannot be, because it 1s after the complete action of 
the Agnihotia has been duly lud down by the originative Injunction 
(‘agnihotram juhot’) and comprehended as such,—that the other 
sentences laying down the numbei of hbations into the various Fues come 
up as subsequent corollaries to the origmal Injunction Itis only when the 
number appears 1n the originative Injunction that 16 serves to differentiate 
the Action referred to—as in the case of the sentence ‘ tisak, etc’ In the 
case 1n question, however, the numbe: appears after the Action has been 
fully comprehended, and as such ıt can only be mide up by so many 
repetitions of the same action,—as in the case of the ‘eleven prarayjas’, 
and it cannot serve the pu: pose of making the Actions themselves radically 
different Hence we conclude that im all the various Fires, the same 
action of the Agnzhofra 1s 1epeated a certain number of times 

It has been urged above that— the sentence ‘ yadugnayé, ete’, and 

“yatsurydya, ete’, se.ving many purposes, form independent injunctions 
of Actions ” 

In reply to this we urge that the times (morning and evening) of 
the Libations having been already enjoined by the sentences ‘ s#yam juhote’ 
and ‘ préitaijuhotz’, all that the sentences 1n question do 1s to refer to the 


same tomes with the sole view of pomting out the Deities to whom the 
several Libations are to be offered 
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Objection “In that case, as these sentences would refer to the 
“ Libations as qualified by the particular times, there would be a syntac- 
“ tical split ” 

Reply Notso, because the Action (Libation) beng pomted out by 
the Context, what the sentences do is to lay down the Deities wth reference 
to the tıme only, and as the teme cannot by itself be related to the Deities, 
we connect the Deities with the time as affected by the Action pornted out by 
the Context (and hence there 1s no actual reference to the Action qualified 
by the Time, that would bring about the split) Or, the mention of the 
time (in the sentences ‘yadagnaye, etc ") may be taken as serving the 
purpose of induectly recalling the omgmal Homa, which 1s wanted by 
the pecuhar character of the recewe of a gfi in which the Deities 
enjomed are represented in the sentences (where the words express- 
ing them have the Dative ending), (as without an offering of the 
Homa, this character of the Deities would not be possible), and 
certainly when the Homa 1s only directly mdicated, 16 cannot lead 
to any split m the sentence, nor does the time ‘evening’ mdicate a 
performance at any other time, hence we conclude the sentences to 
mean only that ‘of the evening Libation Agm and Piajapati, and of 
the morning one Strya and Prajapati, would be the deities,’ (and they 
do not lay down independent Actions) 

Objectzon: “ Thus too, masmuch as each of these sentences would 
“lay down two deities, there would certainly be a syntactical split in 
“them (because that would necessitate a double functioning of the same 
“injunctive sentence) ” 

Reply Not so Some people offer the followmg explanation ‘Because 
“the words expressing the two Deities have the same case-ending , 16 18 
“only when there 1s a diversity of case-endings that there 1s a difference 
“in the functioning of the Injunctive sentence, so long as the case-ending 
“remains the same, even if there be a thousand objects to be laid down, 
“they are all amenable to a single syntactical operation.’ 

But against this explanation, we urge the following When a single 
case-ending happens to be connected with many words, 1t cannot be 
enjomed except by the Injunctive Affix bemg repeated over and over 
again (and this would entail different Injunctive operations) That is to 
say, the case is signified by the termination, and where there is a single 
termination, as in the case of Agnishoma, there 1s a single operation of the 
Injunctive affix, in a case, however, where a single case happens to be 
mentioned by many words, each having a distinct termination with itself, 
—as in the case of the sentence ın question ‘agnayé ca prajapatayé ca’ — 
inasmuch as ıb is not possible for the Affix to take up both at one and 
the same time, ıt must be admitted that Agni and Prajapati me taken up 
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by the Affix, separately, one after the other (the sentence being construed 
as ‘agnayé guhote, prayapatayé juhot? As aule, the case-ending employs 
the Affix (Inyunctive) for the purpose of taking up the object denoted by 
the noun, and hence when the case-ending 18 pronounced more than once 
ib cannot but employ the Affix more than once, and thus there 1s a 
repetition of the Affix (which brings about the syntactical split urged by 
the opponent) 

Thus then, the explanation given above not meeting the objection, we 
offer the following Both the sentences in question lay down Prajapata 
alone, because Agn: and Surya, as deities of the Agnihotra, are pointed out 
by the very mantras laid down by the sentences as to be employed at the 
morning and evening offerings (vz, ‘suryo jyotih, etc’ and ‘ agnirqyoteh, 
etc?) And the Deities having been laid down by these mantras, they are 
mentioned again in the sentences in question, which lay down P:ayapats as 
the Deity, only by way of an eulogy (ze, ‘an offering to Agni and Siirya 
is as good as that to Prajdpatil’). Though the Bhashya has cited these 
sentences under sitra I—iv—4, as laying down the four Deities of 
the Agnzhotra, yet the quotation must be taken only as showing that 
the sentences also serve to recall the Deities pomted out by the 
mantias, because 1t is thus alone that we are saved from a needless 
repetition of the Injunctions contained in the mantras. Otherwise m 
the meeting of the arguments brought forward under sétra I—n—3l, 
we would have to undergo the trouble of taking the sentence ‘ yadagnayé, 
etc’ either as the Injunction of an accessory detail, or as a Parwsankhya, 
o.asan Arthavada For these reasons, we conclude that in the case in 
question there 1s no syntactical split 

It has been argued above that— we do not conceive of the morning 
“and evening libations as the parts of any smgle action (and hence they 
“ must be taken as distinct actions).” 

But the non-recognition of these as such parts 1s due to the fact 
of all the accessory details of the one being repeated en toto m the 
other, just as in the case of the Däkshäyana sacrifice (though as a mat- 
te. of fact they together form a single action spreading over the two 
times) 

Objection “In that case, all the accessory actions of the moining 
“and evening libations being exactly the same, they wonld be identical, 
“and as such they would be optional alte:natives, and the Agmhotra 
“would be performed either in the morning alone, or in the evening alone, 
“ and not at both times,” 

Reply Itis not so, because the Agnzhotia has been laid down as to 
be performed ‘throughout one’s life’, and when one has offered the 
evening libation, if he lives till the morning, ıt behoves him to offer the 
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mormng libation also, because all the conditions present in the preceding 
evening, present themselves again 

Objection “Tiue, ıt may be in this manner, but the difficulty 1s 
“that, masmuch as the same operation is to be performed both im 
“the morning and in the evening, when the evening operation 1s being 
“performed, if during that performance somethmg untoward happens to 
“the sacrificer, then he must, somehow or other, perform the morning 
“one also, because thus alone could he be saved from the sin of leaving 
“incomplete an action that had been begun. When, however,—hke the 
“ performance of the Jyotshfoma in the spring,—the evening operation 18 
“duly finished, then there ıs no necessity of performing the morning 
“one And further, an action that is done with a definite result in view, 
“must be performed, by one desiring that result, as fully equipped with 
‘fall its accessories, and on this score too, ıt would be a matter of option 
“whether the Action 1s performed in the moning or in the evening In 
“accordance with the theory that the same action 1s repeated at the two 
“times, 16 becomes necessary for the performer to complete all the 
“accessories, at both times In any case, how can we escape from the 
“fact of the two libations beime optional alternatives ? ” 

Reply We do not take them as alternatives because of the fact of the two 
libations being distinctly mentioned im the Veda as together constitutmg 
a single Action, for imstance, having begun with ‘pravargyo vā eshak’ the 
Veda goes on to say ‘sa var sãīyam ca pratagca githoh, etc’ Even when the 
two Inbations are taken as distinct Actions, the fact of their being taken 
together would be based upon the word ‘ca’ in the sentence Nor 
would such conjunction of the two necessitate then performance in close 
proximity with each other, because the text quoted does not lay down 
a conjunction of the times of their performance , and hence there 1s no 
incongruity in the matter That is to say, the times being laid down in 
the sentences, all that the text quoted does 1s to point out the fact of the 
two Actions together going to form a single Action , and hence there1s no 
syntactical split Therefore we conclude that ıt ıs the same action that 
is repeated at both times (and ıt ıs these two repetitions that are con- 
jomntly called ‘ Agnzhotra’). 

It has been urged above that “ these two hbations being subsidiaries 
“(to the Agnzhotra), they could not be performed separately by them- 
“ selves ” 

But this does not affect our case, because when the Action 13 
laid down with reference to a time, then alone does 16 require a full 
connection with all its subsidiaries, hence when the Evening Inbation 
appears as the Primary Sacrifice, then the subsidiaries that aid im its 
performance are those that are possible at that time, and none else, 
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because of the non-affinity of these (to the Evening Libation); similarly 
also with the Morning Libation; and hence there is a repetition of 
the subsidiaries (as it happens that the same subsidiaries are possible at 
both times). 

It has been urged that “there is no useful purpose served by the 
theory of the present Siddhanta.” 

In reply to this we point out that in connection with the ‘ Kunda- 
payindmayana,’ we find the sentence ‘ masamagnihotram juhotr’; and as 
this sentence apparently lays down a single Action, we naturally look out 
for only one method of procedure ; and hence what we would take up are the 
accessories either of the Evenmg Libation alone or of the Morning Liba- 
tion alone , and as such we would perform but once every day during the 
month, the Action with a single set of accessories (this would be the case 
if the evening Libation were an action totally different from the morning 
one). When, however, the two hbations are the same (being repetitions 
of the same act) the Agnihotra that we would perform mn connection with 
the Kundapayin@mayana would be exactly the original one (+e. it would 
be performed both morning and evening, not only once). 


ADHIKARANA (6). 


[Treating of the fact of the ‘Pagu’ and the ‘Soma’ beng undependent 
Actions.] 


Sütra (17): Because of the connection with certain 
materials the words ‘ pacu, etc.’ and ‘soma, etc.’ contain 
injunctions; as in the context the mention of the mere 
material would be useless—specially because the words 
do not serve the purpose of laying down accessory 
materials. 


[(1) We have a sentence ‘ pagumalabhéta’ , and ın continuation of this 
we have the sentences ‘hrdayasydgre’ vadyatz, atha shuadya atha vakshasak’ 
(2) Then agaim we have the sentence ‘soména yajéta,? and in its con- 
tinuation, the sentences ‘aindravayavam grknatt, martravarunam grhnats, 
etc.’ And the question that arses 1s this- Is ‘alabhéia’ a mere reference 
to the actions laid down by ‘avadyatz’ ? and 1s ‘ yaéta’ a mere reference 
to those laid down by ‘grhnāt:’? or do they lay down independent 
actions by themselves ? | 

The case of ‘pagu’ is mentioned first, because it is the more 
difficult to be explained As a matter of fact, ın the sentence ‘ pagum, ete ’, 
there are two words that are suspected of being mere references to a 
number of actions taken collectively , these words are ‘ pagu’, and the 
1006 ‘ yaJ’ (to sacrifice) which (though not actually present in the sen- 
tence) is 1mphed by the relationship of the pagu with the deity Agn- 
shoma, because the sentence (‘agnishomiyam pagum@labheta’) in its 
complete form would be in the form of ‘ agnishomiyéna pagund yagi’ 
whereof one part is duectly mentioned, while another is on{y 
inferred (from the relationship mentioned in it). Thus then, the form 
of the question too becomes this Ië the word ‘ pagu’ a mere reference 
to the ‘hrdaya, etc., and the word ‘yajz’ to the sacrifices imped 
by the word ‘ avadyat.’ ? or do ‘they lay down an independent ‘ yaga’ and 
pacu (as its material), the other sentences only serving to pomt oud their 
accessory details ? 

In the same manner, the question with reference to the other set of 
sentences ıs this Is the word ‘ydjéta’ a mere refeience to the sacrifice 
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implied by the relationship of the material and the Deity, as mentioned in 
the sentences adravaiyavam, etc., and the word ‘soma’ to the gusce 
used at those sacrifices? or the sentence ‘ soména yazéta ’ lays down an m- 
deperdent Action together with the material to be used im ıt ? 

The Bhadshya has said Kiımavadyatıgrhnātıbhyāäm coditinim karma- 
nām, etc, But, masmuch as the actions of ‘avadyate’ and ‘grhnite’ 
aie not synonymous with ‘sacrifice’, we must take the Bhashya as refer- 
ring to those actions that are inferred from the relationship of the actions 
of ‘ avadyat:’ and ‘ grknati,’ and which are laid down by means of the 
conjugational affixes in these two verbs. And as a matte of fact, the word 
‘ alabhéta ’ also sei ves the purpose of indicating the sacrifice that 1s imphed 
by the action of ‘ flabhate’ (hallong) 

Or, ıt may be that no mention 13 made by the Bhashya of the fact 
of the action of ‘ avadyatz’ indicating the sacrifice at all, what then 
is meant to be the question 1s as to whether the word ‘ @lubhate’ 
(‘=killing’) 15 a mere reference to the ‘kzelling’ smphed by the 
action of ‘ Gvadyat.’ (= cutting) ,—and the fact of each of these preces 
cut being related to a defimte deity leads to the inference of so 
many sacrefices,—or the ‘killing’ mentioned by ‘ Glabh@ta’ leads to the 
inference of a single sacrifice of the Paça? In the same manner, in 
the case of the othe: sentence, does the ‘ sacrifice ’ (indicated by the word 
‘ grhnātı ’) consist in the mere ‘holding’ (‘ grahana’) of the material? In 
this manner the words of the Bhashya, embodying the question, could be 
taken literally 

On this question, then, we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


‘The words ın question are mere references toa number of actions 
“taken collectively 

“ Because, as in the case of the sentences ‘ yaddgneyoshtakapalah, ete ” 
“ the real end of the sentence is not served until the ‘sacrifice’ has been 
“inferred (because the Cake cannot be spoken of as ‘ @gneya’ until ıt has 
“ been offered ın sacrifice to the Deity Agnz),—so also, ın the case of the 
“sentences ‘ammdraraiyam, etc’, their full sigmfication would not be 
“accomplished until they implied a ‘ sacrifice’ (at whichjthe Soma would 
“be offered to Indra-Vayu, when alone ıt could be spoken of as 
“'aindravayavam’) That is to say, the relationship of the Deity and the 
‘material mentionedin the word ‘ awndrava@yavam’ cannot be complete 
“until a ‘saciifice’ has been implied, and so long as the sentence itself is 
“ not complete, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (in the shape 
“ of ‘ soména yagéta ’, for which, according to the Sıddhānta, ıt would lay 
“down an accessory detail); and as such the sacrifice mentioned by the 
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“sentence “soména yapéta ’ could not yet come in as the ‘ sacrifice’ sought 
‘after, nor, on the othe: hand, would it be possible for the sentences 
“c aandraviyam, ete’ to lay down the Derties for the sacrrfice laid down by 
“the sentence ‘soména yajéta’, which, having no Deity mentioned, 1s 
“wanting in an accessory detail When, however, the sentences ‘ aendra- 
“ yayavam, etc’ have implied a ‘sacrifice’, then, masmuch as one ‘sacrifice’ 
‘cannot serve as the accessory detail of another sacrifice, we are forced to 
“admit that that spoken of m the sentence ‘soména yajéta’ ıs a mere 
“reference to those sacrifices that have been laid down im the context (by 
“the sentences ‘ aindravdyavam gi hnaiz, ete’) 

“ As for the anomaly of having to accept a qualified Injunction, this 1s 
“found in your theory also, because, according to you also, what 1s enjomed 
“as the sacrifice ab which Soma 1s the materiul offered In fact you have to 
“admit a qualified injunction m the case of the Agnishomijya as well as ın 
“the case of the dinmdraviyava sentences, whereas we have to admit 1t 
“only im the latter, and this makes a vast difference between our 
“ positions 

‘t Further, the kind of Action that you will seek to have enjomed (by 
“the sentence ‘soména yagéta’) can never form the object of an Injunc- 
“tion, as we have shown above, in connection with the Agnthotra, where 
“it has been pointed out that the myunctive potency pertams directly to 
“the directly-mentioned material (soma), and as such the sentence could 
“ not serve the purpose of enjoining the sacrefice , and as such we cannot but 
“admıt the ‘ yagı” (an ‘ yagéta’) to be a mere reference to certain pre- 
“viously mentioned sacrifices , what, then, the sentence does, in connection 
“with the said sacrifices, 1s to specify the material (soma), which had been 
“ generally umphed by the verb ‘grin@iz’ O1, 16 may be that the Soma-jurce 
“being mentioned by certain auxiliary sentences in the same context—such, 
“for mstance, as ‘somam kiinate’, ‘ somamabhishunotr, ‘somampavayate,’ 
“etc’,—1t 18 with reference to this yuece, that we have the Injunctions in 
“the word ‘grhknaiz’, and thus then, Soma cannot be the object of Injunc- 
“tion (in the sentence ‘soména yajēta’), and consequently, inasmuch as 
“the word ‘ soma’ has the Instrumental-ending ıt becomes co-extensive (or 
“ synonymous) with the ‘sactifice’ whichis the material Instrument (in 
“the accomplishment of the result), hence in accordance with sūtra 
“T—av-—4, the word ‘ soma’ becomes the name of the sacrifice (the mean- 
“ing of the sentence thus being that ‘one should offer the sacrifice called 
“ Soma’). 

“ Objection ‘We have already got a name for this sacrifice—‘ Jyotish- 
toma’, what then would be the use of another name ? ’ 

“Reply What harm js there if we have another name” Very often 
“we find people speaking of one sacrifice by two names 
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“ The useful purpose served by such reference to a number of sacrifices, 
“as we hold, ıs that ıt ıs only when all these sacrifices are referred to 
“collectively as one, that they could be spoken of in the smgular num- 
“ber, in the final sentence that sums up their performability (wz, the 
“sentence ‘jyotishtomena svargakamo yayéta ") Hence we conclude that 
“the sentence 1n question is a mere reference to previous sacrifices 

“Olyection ‘What yousay may apply to the case of the sentence 
“soména yazéta, because the sentences azndraviyavam, etc, express a 
“relationship between the materzal and the Deities, m the case of the 
“sentence pacgumalabheta, however, we find that in the sentences Ardaya- 
“ sydyre vadyatr, etc , we have the mere verb avadyain,—exactly as in the 
“sentence vatsam@labheta, which 1s connected with the material only, ın the 
“ shape of the hrdaya, etc , without any connection with any deity, and as 
“ such how could such a verb as avadyat: lay down a sacrafice? And how 
“then could the mention of the word ‘pagu’ be a mere reference to the 
“ hrdaya, etc,?’” 

Reply: Just asin the case of the mention of ‘ pagu’ (animal) ın general, 
“the mantia leads us to beleve that the goat 13 meant,—so, ın the same 
“ manner, the mention of the limbs hrdaya, etc., pomts to that animal 
“itself, as the source (or material cause) of those limbs ‘That is to say, 
“the hrdaya, etc, stand ım need of a source from which they would 
“come forth, and the mantra havmg pomted to the goat, it is the 
““nacuiva’ of this goat that ıs 1eferred to by the word ‘ pagu’ (in the 
“sentence ‘ pacumalabieta’); and the Deity of the actions mentioned in 
“these sentences (‘hrdasyfigre’vadyat:, etc’) being laid down by the 
“ sentence ‘agnishomiyam pagumalabhéta, there would be nothing in 
“the way of those sentences laying down the sacrifice. 

“Or, ıt may be that, in accordance with the law ‘sainnaiyyam vā 
“ tatprabhavatvat’, the ‘avadyate’ (of the sentences ‘ hkrdayasya, etc’) 
“may be taken as a part of the ‘avadyat.’ ın connection with 
“the Sdnndyya, and this latter ıs wellknown as serving the pur- 
“pose of preparing (or purifying) the maternal fo. the Darga- 
“ Pirnamdsa sacrifice, and hence ıt ıs only when the hrdaya, ete., 
“are the materials used at the Darga-Pirnamasd, that they become 
“connectable with the verb ‘ avadyaiz’ , consequently, Just as, when we 
“meet wath the sentence laying down the pounding of the Putika 
“(as a substitute for Soma), we conclude that ıt must be connected 
“with some sacrifice—even when uo such connection ts directly mentioned , 
“ because otherwise, there would be no use of the said ‘pounding ° ,—so0, 10 
“the same manner, im the case in question, there being no use for the 
“ ‘avadyat:’, unless it imphed a sacrsfice, we conclude that there must bea 
“ sacrifice connected with ıt, and ıb 1s these sacrifices, mferred ın connection 
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“with each of the limbs (daya, grīvā, ete ) mentioned, that are referred 
“to by the word ‘alabhéta’ And as the necessity of such inference of 
“ sacrifices 18 equally present in your theory also, ıb cannot be brought 
“forward as a special weakness in ou: theory 

“ Further, 1f there were, as you hold, a single Soma-sacrefice (for 
“which the sentences ‘ dindiavdyavam, ete’ would lay down accessory 
“ details), then, masmuch as ‘India,’ ‘Vayu,’ and the rest would all 
“serve the same purpose of the Deity at that sacrifice, they would 
“become optional alternatives, and as such they should not have 
“ been mentioned ın a definite order, one after the other, nor should 
“they have been subsequently’ mentioned collectively That ıs 
“to say, just as in the matte: of the making of the saciificial 
“ post, when we have many kinds of wood mentioned,—though all serve 
“the same purpose of a tetheimg post for the animal,—in the shape 
“of the Paldga, the Khadra, ete, we take them as optional alternatives, 
“—so, in the same manner, in the case in question we must regard the 
“various Deities as optional alternatives In our theory, on the other 
“hand, each of the Deities belonging to a distinct saciifice, and all the 
“ Deities and sacrifices serving to bring about transcendental results, 16 15 
“only natural that all of them should be laid down by a single word 
 (* quotyshtoma’) with regard to the Result (attainment of Heaven), and 
“as such there ıs nothmg incongruous (in their beimg mentioned 
“collectively, or ın a definite order of sequence) (And as all the saeri- 
“fices are lad down collectively with reference to the result, they have 
‘all to be performed, and they cannot be taken as optional alterna- 
“ tives) 

“ Though in the case of the ‘ Pagu’ also, we find that the various 
“t avadyate’s’ are mentioned in a definite order, one after the othei— 
“c Ardayasyadgre vadyati, atha pihvadyah, atha vakshasah’, and then agam 
“we find them mentioned collectively, in the sentence ‘ ékGdaga var pagora- 
“ vadānām’, yet this has not been mentioned above (along with the 
“ soma) , because even 1n a single sacrifice, the eleven preces could be offered 
“one after the other (and as such each ‘avadyate’ would not necessarily 
“mean a distinct sacrifice) Specially as evenif the Ardaya and the other 
‘limbs had not been mentioned collectively, there could have been no 
“ offermg of the whole anımal, as mentioned in the original Injunction , m 
“any case a cutting out of the various hmbs would bea necessity, because 
“there is an established law that only those parts of the body should be 
“ offered in sacrifice which are not thrown aside accoiding to other texts 
“(for instance, the blood, 1s always to be thrown aside) Tn the case 
“of the Soma, however, even the original Injunction does not lay down 
“the whole Soma (re., all the Soma in the world), and hence this alone 
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“has been mentioned ın connection with the sequential mention of the 
“various ‘ grhndiz 's 

“ For these 1easons, we conclude that the sentences ın question must 
“ be taken as mere references to previous sacrifices ” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the following reply 

It is only when the sacrifice mentioned in a sentence 1s actually 1ecog- 
nised to be the same as those mentioned before, that we take it to be a 
mere reference to these, ın the cases ın question, however, we do not 
find this to be the case 

That ıs to say, 1f in the case in question we recognised the sacmfice to 
be exactly the same in allits details as those mentioned before,—as we do in 
the case of the Paurnamdasa sacrifice,—then we could take the sentence as a 
mere reference If again, the sentence were held to be a reference to the root 
‘yagı’ alone, then we could conclude ıt to be a reference bereft of the 
qualifications In the cases in question, however, we find that the sacrifices 
mentioned before are (1) those that have the ‘ hi daya, etc,’ and (2) those 
havmg the Juzce, tor the material to be offered, while the sacrifices men- 
tioned by the sentences ın question have, for their materials, the Pagu and 
the Soma respectively , and thus these latter not being recognised to be 
the same as the former ones, we cannot take these sentences to be mere 
references to the former sacrifices 

It mght here be argued that—“ masmuch as the modifications me 
“generally spoken of as the original substance, we could take the words 
““pagu’ and ‘soma’ asindivectly referring to their respective modifications, 
“ the limbs ‘Ardaya, etc’ and the pace ” 

But this cannot be, because without sufficient reason we cannot have 
recourse to such indirect indication It ıs only when we find a word 
spoken of as co-extensive or synonymous with another word that has an al- 
together different signification, (as im the sentence ‘ agnarmanavakah ’),—or 
when the dnei moaning of the word ıs found to be mcompatible with the 
reat of the sentence,—that we can have recourse to the secondary indirect 
significations of words, In the case m question, we have none of these 
two conditions , because there ıs nothing incompatible in the fact of the 
sentences ın question laying down distinct sacrifices, at which the Ammal 
and the Soma—which are directly expressed by the words used, ‘ pagu’ and 
‘soma '—would be the respective materials offered , noris there any 1n- 
congruity in the fact of these words not finding a place ın the midst of the 
formei sentences Consequently, even though the verbs ‘ avadyate’ and 
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‘ grhpāię’ be taken as laying down certain sacrifices, these must be totally 
different from those laid down by the sentences m question 

Questeon “ Why cannot we take the sentences in question as laying 
“down the Pagu and the Soma only as the material origin of thé materials 
“ laid down for the sacrifices laid down by the other sentences °” 

In answer, the Bhashya has said—grutyd he rasa aundravayavahk 
According to the Parvapakshin, who denies the sentence ‘ pagum, etc’ to be 
the originative Injunction of an Action, 1b must be taken only as laying 
down the Deity (Agnz~Soma) for the previous sacrifices , and as such the 
other accessory, in the shape of the material paçu, not being capable of 
being enjomed by the same sentence (because the sacrifice having been 
laid down by the sentences ‘hrdayasya, etc’, the subsequent sentence 
‘ pagum, ete.’ could not lay down more than one accessory , on account of 
the law ‘ prapié karmam natného vdhatum çkyate gunak’), and for this 
reason, in answering the above objection, the Bhashya mentions the case of 
Soma only, the sense of the Bh&shya ıs that the myunction of the Soma 
plant (as the material for the previously-mentioned sacrifices) could only 
be by means of Syntactical Connection (VaGkya), while that of the puzce 1s 
by means of Direct Assertion (in the senteiice ‘ atndravdyavam, etc’), and 
thus when the former would be pitted against this latter, 1t could have no 
connection at all with the sacrifice m question (because of the admittedly 
superior authority of Direct Assertion over Syntactical Connection). 

Question “The Injunctions of the A:ndravayava, etc , not mentioning 
“any particular maternal, how can the juce be said to have been laid 
“down by Duect Assertion? Asa matter of fact, ıt is indicated only by 
“the Context, and as the Context is always weaker in authority than 
“ Syntactical Connection, the Soma-plant which 1s laid down by this latter 
“ must be admitted to be more authoritative than the yurce ” 

Reply The connection with some sort of a material 1s directly men- 
toned by means of the Deific Affixes (in ‘ Aindravdyavam’, etc.) ; and what 
the Context does is only to specify that material We shall show below, 
under sitra 23, that the Direct signification of the nommal Affix haying 
connected, with the Deity, a particular material that 1s pomted out by the 
indications of Syntactical Connection, Context, etc , there arises a question 
as to what this particular material 1s, and then 1 1s only this pointing 
out of the particular materal that 1s done by Syntactical Connection, etc , 
and 1t 1s not these latter that lay down the connection with the Deity. 

And further, we find that the ywce 1s laid down by the originative 
Injunction itself, whereas the Soma-plant 1s got at from another sentence , 
and as such the plant cannot but be less authoritative, for one who 1s seek- 
mg after the previously mentioned sacrifice only 

And thus, even on the ground of the difference ım materials, there 
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would be a difference between the sacrifices laid down by the former 
sentences, and that enjoined by the sentence in question, 

These atguments, however, can be successfully met by the opponent 
who will argue as follows 

“In the case of the ‘ ashtakap@la’ cake, etc , though we find that these 
“ cakes a1eduectly lud down as the materials, zet we accept the Corn (Vrihr) 
“as the material, though this 1s pomted out only by Syntactical Connec- 
“tion, and im the same manner we could accept the Soma as the enjomed 
“material Itis only when there isa contradiction between two things 
“that the stronger sets aside the weaker, and this 1s not the case when 
“the two things are quite compatible with one anothe: In the case in 
“ question we find that the Soma 1s quite compatible with the guwe, 
“ because this latter stands in need of something from which it could be 
“extracted, and the Soma-plant comes im as fulfilling this requirement 
“ For instance, ın the case of the sentence ‘ @gnéyo'sht@kapalah, etc’, though 
“ we find that the ‘ asht@kap@la’ is dnectly laid down by the sentence, yet 
“when the Vrīh: and the Yava come to be laid down as the materials, there 
“ıs no contiadiction , for these corns are actually requued as the material 
‘ out of which the ashtakapaGla cake would be made , and certainly, m taking 
“up the Viihe one does not give up the making of the Ashtakapala, and 
“ hence in this case the action with reference to which Vrihe 1s laid down as 
“ the material is not recognised as any other than that for which the ‘ Ashta- 
“ kapala’ has been laid down, Exactly in the same manner, ın the case ın 
“ guestion, m taking up the Soma-plant, one does not give up the juce » 
and hence there bemg no incompatibility between the two, masmuch as 
‘ the ‘ Soma’ mentioned in the sentence in question can very well be taken 
“as the material for the sacrifices laid down by the other sentences, the 
“sentence ın question cannot be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“merely on the ground of a difference in the materials mentioned And 
“ futher, the argument applies equally to the Szddhanta also , becsuse the 
“ Siddhanta also does not hold that the wunpounded Soma-plant 1s to be offered 
“at the sacrifice, and hence just as for you the Plant would only be the 
“ source of the Juce, so also would it be for the Pirvapakshin As a matter 
‘t of fact, 1418 you own theory that would be the more incongruous of the 
“two For ım your ease, if the Plant, as mentioned in, the origimative In- 
“Junction, were to be the sole means of accomplishing the sacrifice, then ıt 
“ would never do to turn ıt into Juce, in accordance with other sentences 
“ In our case, inasmuch as the guzce would not be possible without its origin 
‘(in the shape of the Plant), our sentence would always be on the look- 
“ out for the mention of this source , and hence even 1f such source happens 
“ to be mentioned by another sentence, there is nothing incongruous ın our 
‘having recourse to1t In yout case, on the othe: hand, masmuch as the 
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“original Plant itself is quite capable of being offered bodily by itself, it 
“ does not stand in need of any mention of its modifications; and as such 
“any connection of these would be wholly incompatible; consequently, we 
“could not accept any such connection as laid down by other sentences.” 

In view of these arguments, based as they are on the firm ground 
of such examples as the aforesaid injunction of Vrihi, etc., which 
completely shut our mouth, it is best for us not to start the question 
of the Injunction of Materials, and to confine ourselves solely to the 
refutation of .the view of the sentences in question being mere 
references to previously mentioned sacrifices. In the case of the ‘ Pagu’, 
however, as the animal as a whole is not capable of being bodily offered 
at a sacrifice, the above arguments of the opponent would not apply ; 
and hence for this case alone, the argument of the Injunction of different 
materials would bea good one for the Siddhanta. But in the case of 
‘ Soma’, it becomes necessary for us to refute the opponent’s arguments 
based upon the Injunction of the Frīhi; and for this purpose we have 
the next sūtra. 

Or, we may take it thus—that having refuted the former Siddhania 
arguments (by means of the arguments based upon the Injunction of 
V rīhi), the true conclusion is arrived at by means of the arguments em- 
bodied in the following sūtra. 

Or, lastly, we can take the present sūtra as embodying the Pūrva- 
paksha, and the next siifrva,—in which the ‘ca’ may be taken in the sense of 
‘tu’ (which is a sign of the Siddanta-sittra)—as putting forth the 
Siddhanta, 


It may be asked how the present sūtra can be taken as expressing the 
Purvapaksha. This we proceed to explain as follows : 

The question being,—do the sentences ‘ hrdayasya, etc ’ and ‘ aindra- 
vdyavam, etc.’ serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the 
Dadhi, etc.; and the subsequent sentences (‘ pagum, etc.’ and *‘ soména, 
etc.’) are the oviginative Injunctions of the sacrifices concerned ?—or do 
the former sentences themsélves serve as the Injunctions of sacrifices P— 
we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The sentences ‘hrdayasya, etc.” or ‘atndravadyavam, etc.’ do not 
“serve ‘the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the sentences 
“ < dadhnā juhott’ and the rest ; in fact these themselves are original In- 
“junctions, Why? Because of the mention of materials,—z.e., because of 
“the mention of such materials as hrdaya, etc., these sentences are the 
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“ Injunctions of the Pagu and the Soma As otherwise, through the Con- 
“text, the connection of Hidaya, etc, would become snbsidiary to the 
“sacrifice, while as a matter of fact, ıt 1s not possible for this connection 
“ to serve as its accessory , because that would be contrary to the ‘papu’ 
“and the ‘soma-plant’ laid down ım the original Injuntiave sentences 
“Or, ın accordance with a previous law, the ‘Pagu’ and the ‘ Soma’ 
‘having been obtained from other sentences, the mention of the con- 
“nection of materials, in the present context, would, in your theory, 
“be wholly useless In my theory, on the other hand, the word ‘Soma’ 
“(an ‘soména yajgéta’) 1s the name of the sacrifice, and the sentence 
‘ ‘agnishomiyam pagum, etc’ serves the purpose of laying down the Deity 
“ Agni-Soma , and thus none of these two sentences making mention of 
“any material, the mention of materials 1a the other sentences 18 not at 
“all superfluous Consequently we conclude that the real Injunctions of 
“the sacrifices are contained in the sentences ‘hrdayasya, etc’ and 
“ aundravayavam, etc’ (and the sentences ‘agnishomiyam pacum, etc’ and 
“< soména yajéia’ are mere references to these sacrifices taken collectively,— 
“the former serving the purpose of pomting out the Deity for the offer- 
“ngs of the pieces, and the latter supplying the name of the sacrifices 
“ taken collectively) ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Stitra (18) But as (laying down) purificatory rites 
they cannot be injunctive (of independent Actions). 


The sentences in question cannot be taken as mere references to pre- 
vious saciifices, because of these latter not beang the sacizfices treated of by 
the context,—an argument that has already been explained on a previous 
occasion, 1n süira LI—1—10 

Question “ But how ıs 1t that these are not the sacrifices treated of 
“ by the Context ? ” 

Answer Because the words ‘avadyaiz’ and ‘grhn@t.’ are not ım- 
janctive of sacrifices, as what they do is only to lay down certain punfi- 
catory or preparatory rites, because they are actually found to end with 
them. as when a sentence 1s actually found to have its sole ending im the 
pomting out of such rites, there 1s no giound for assuming a sacrifice to be 
indirectly indicated, 

Because such a sacrifice, if ıt could be assumed, could only be 
assumed in the following manner ‘ when a substance 1s taken up with 
reference to a certain deity, unless ıt ıs connected with some sacrifice, 
it does not become dedicated to that Deity’ But in this no sooner do we 
proceed to assume a sacrifice, on account of the said apparent Inconsis- 
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tency (of the fact of the substance having been taken up for a particular 
Deity), than we are faced by a direct mention of the ‘sacrifice’ in a 
sentence close by (viz: ‘soména yajéta’), which at once makes possible all 
the relationships between the substances and Deities in question; and as 
such, it completely shuts the door of any authority for assuming another 
sacrifice ; and when no such sacrifice would be mentioned by the sentences 
(‘ grhnatz, etc.’), to an aggregate of what would the sentence in question 
be a reference ? 

(1) It has been urged above —that ‘‘as in the case of the sentence 
agneyo shtakapalo, etc.’, until the sentence (' grhndti, etc.’) has actually 
“indicated a sacrifice, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (for 
“instance, ‘soména yajéta”’ which would supply the necessary element 
‘of the ‘ sacrifice ’).” 

To this we make the following reply: In all cases a sentence is 
completed by means of a direction for the activity of a human agent; and 
so long as this direction is not got at, the sentence remains incomplete ; 
while when that direction has been got at, it is complete, and can very 
well be taken along with other sentences. For instance, in the sentence 
‘dgnéyo'shtakapdlo bhavati,” we do not perceive any other action of the 
human’ agent than the sacrifice; and hence until this sacrifice has been 
duly indicated the sentence remains incomplete. In the case in question, 
however, the sentence ‘aindravayavam grhnati’ serves to direct the 
human agent to take up (the vessel containing the juice, etc.), and thus, 
even without the indication of a sacrifice, it has got a distinct object 
for its injunctiveness, and as such is quite complete in itself; and that 
the sentence stands in need of something else is quite another matter 
(having nothing to do with the completeness of the sentence) ; because 
in all cases, even when the sentence is complete in itself, it does not, by 
that fact, give up all its need for other factors; nor does the fact of its 
being in such need make the sentence incomplete ; and as we recognise the 
fact that this need is supplied by another sentence, there can be nothing 
incongruous in the fact of a complete sentence bing related to another 
sentence. Consequently when we proceed to assume a sacrifice in connec- 
tion with each of the sentences (‘aindravayavam grhnati,’ etc.), the 
‘ sacrifice? mentioned by the sentence ‘somena yajeta’ at once presents 
itself (and thus puts a stop to the said assumption) ; and there is nothing 
incongruous in this, 

In the case of the sentence ‘dgneyo ..-. bhavatd,’ the action of 
‘being’ does not belong to the human agent; and as such until the 
‘sacrifice’ is assumed there is no object, either enjoined or pro- 
hibited, and hence the sentence being incomplete, and as such having no 
capability of requiring the aid of any other sentence, the ‘sacrifice’ 
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Pirvapaksha (text, p 907), of pomting out the goat, which has not 
yet been laid down, what those words do is to set at rest the uncertainty 
with regard to the character of the ‘pacu’ as laid down by the sentence 
‘paçunā yageta ’ Nor does the verb ‘ avadyats’ necessarily imply ‘ sacri- 
fice’, and even without the ‘ sacrifice’ the verb would mention the mere 
‘cutting,’ which would, by itself, be of use, either ın connection with the 
Veda, or in ordinary hfe On the othe: hand, the pecuhar relatiouship 
between the Substance and the Deity, as expressed by the word ‘ aundrava- 
yavam,’ would not be possible without a ‘sacrifice’, and as such there is 
a great difference (between the inference or imphcation of the ‘sacrifice ’ 
by the sentence ‘aindraviyavam,’ etc , and that by ‘ hrdayasydvadyatz,’ ete 
(5) The ‘avadyate’ of the Sanndyya is not laid down ım connection 
with the Primary Sacrifice of the Context under consideration , because 
if 18 only mdirectly 1mphed, and as such the qualifications and accessories 
of that ‘ avadyat:’ could not be transferred to the ‘ avadyatz’ in question 
Nor is the fact of beng for the sake of the sacrifictal substance the 
method ot the ‘ avadānā’ (cutting), and thus too, the said fact could not 
be transferred (as it ıs only the method that can be thus transferred) Nor 
in such cases, can we have any operation of the Sāmänyatodrshta Infer- 
ence (towards the inference of the ‘sacrmfice’) As for the pounding of 
the Putīkā, and the eatwny of the Phalacamasa, 1t18 by means of Syntactical 
Connection and Context that they are cognized as helpingin the comple- 
tion of the sacrifice; and consequently the case of the pounding of the 
Puttka 18 not identical with that of ‘avadyaiz’ in the matter of the 
umplheation of the ‘sacrifice ’ In the case of the sentences dealing with 
Soma’ also—(‘Soment yazeta, arndravayavam, ete, etc, etc’), the 
qualified Injunction (of the sacrefice by means of the Soma) bemg directly 
mentioned, there 18 no 100m for any znplied sacrifice, and as such the 
case of these too 15 different (from that of the ‘pounding of the 
Putih ai’ d 
(6) In the case of the sentences ‘ mndiavāyavam, ete, even if they 
are secondary sentences laying down accessory materials, there is no 
syntactical split, as in the case of the sentence ‘ agnéyo’shtakapalo, etc’ 
Because, though as mentioning more than one deity (Indra and Vayu), 
the sentence has more than one object of Injunction, yet, on account of 
there bemg another action (in the shape of the ‘grahana ’), there 18 every 
possibilty of the Injunction bemg that of a qualified object That ıs to 
say, the sentence can very well be taken as an Injunction of the Bhavana 
of che‘ qialuan’ qualified by the destres Indra, Vayu and the rest Or, 1t 
may he thot the ‘q@ahana’ bemg necessarily implied, the sentence serves 
te y ` laying down a single jomt Deity (Indra-Véyu) mentioned 
4 ‘ a Pwandwa eon noond, and thus tlere would be ue 
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incongruity in the case And as the connection of these with the Primary 
Sacrifice (Jyofashtoma) 1s pointed out by the Context, there would be no 
incongruity, even if the sentence in question were taken as a secondary 
sentence (laying down accessory details) 

Thus then, the actions (mentioned im the sentences ‘ undrarfyavum 
ete ’) having the character of mere Preparatory Actions, they stand m need 
of the mention of a ‘ sacrefice’ somewhere else , and as such there would 
be nothing incongruous in the fact of such a ‘ saciifice’ being laid down 
by another sentence (‘soména yapéia, etc ’) 

And our way of taking the sentences has the following advantage (1) 
The smgular number im ‘yyotehtoméua’ becomes capable of being taken 
directly (and not figuratively, as necessitated by the Pū:vapaksha, which 
makes it refer to many sacrifices), (2) we are saved the useless trouble of 
accepting the word ‘soma’ (in ‘soména yajeta’) as a second name for the 
Jyotishtoma , (3) nor is 1b necessary fo. us to accept the apparently useless 
fact of the sentence in question being a reference to all the othe: sentences 
as in the case ot the Purvapakshu in connection with the Ayharagnehotra 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question ate 
myunctions of the Amma’ and the Soma sacrifices 


Stitra (19) Because of difference, there is a repetition of the 
Action, as the substances are distinct, 1t would be useless (to 
mention another connection), hence thereis a difference (in the 
‘grahana’), specially as ıt 1s subservient to the substance 


[Stra (20) 1s not specially dealt wrth by the Vartika, at as thus 
The preparatory action does not differ, because the substance 
being for the sake of something else, ıt has a subordinate position.] 


[Sūtra (19) embodies the reply to the objection urged in the text 
on p 509, begining with the words ‘ cakyaparrhdianturdam ’] 

As the opponent has not urged the objection based upon the fact of 
the‘ avadyatz ’s* being mentioned in a definite o: der, ete., ete , with reference 
to the ‘ Pagu,’ we lay aside this sentence for the present, to be dealt 
with unde: Sitra X—vn—l ef seg, where we shall deal with the question 
as to whether the offering should be cut out from the whole animal, or 
from each of its hmbs, or from only one limb, or only from those enumet- 
ated, namely, the Heart and the rest 

What concerns us now 1s the meeting of the objection with 1ete ence 
to the Soma’ (as ıt is with reference to this alone that the objection has 
been levelled against us) And to that we make the following reply — 

If the Deities of the sacrifice were separately mentioned dnectly 
by the sentences, then alone could they be taken as optional alternatives , 
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as a matter of fact, however, we find that all of them are mentioned as 
being connected with the sacrifice Simultaneously. In a case where the 
sentence mentions a relationship independently of everything else, there 
alone could all the deities, serving the same purpose of accomplishing 
the sacrifice, be taken collectively. 

That is to say, if we had such direct injunctions as ‘ aindravayavena 
yagéta’ or ‘ Indravayubhyam yagam nirvartayét’, then, inasmuch as the 
Deities would be pointed out as serving the same purpose, by sentences 
independently of one another, they would.come to be taken as optional 
alternatives. As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, we 
find that they are mentioned as in connection with ‘ grahana,’ and become 
connected with the ‘sacrifice’ only indirectly by means of Contest (and 
not directly by the Sentence). And as for the Context, it does not operate 
variously (or separately); and as such it could not connect, with the 
‘sacrifice,’ each individual Deity independently by itself; consequently, 
what actually happens is that all the various ‘ grahanas’ having heen 
simultaneously taken as constituting the method (of the sacrifice), the 
Deities mentioned in counection with these (grahanas) not having their 
ends duly fulfilled by that (grahana) alone, all of them at once, being 
requirr ` by the ‘sacrifice’ dealt with in the Context, become simultane- 
ously connected with it; (and as such there is nothing wrong in their 
being mentioned collectively) 

As a rule, too, we accept a number of things to be optional alterna- 
tives when they are mentioned as employed for the same purpose, inde- 
pendently of one another; and the reason for this is that in such cases, 
the individual capability of each of these, by itself, is distinctly expressed 
by the sentence; and hence if they were to depend upon one another, this 
individual capability would be destroyed ; and hence they are all accepted 
to be optional alternatives. In the case in question, however, the capabi- 
lity of accomplishing the Jyotishtoma is not found to belong singly to each 
one of the deities mentioned—Indra, Vayu, etc, ; because we have no direct 
declaration of svch capability. Though each one of them has the 
capability of accomplishing a sacrifice in general, yet, the particular sacri- 
fice, in the shape of the Jyotishtoma, can be accomplished only in the way 
laid dewn in the scriptural text; and hence each of the deities men- 
tioned does not serve the.same purpose. On the other hand, we find the 
two kinds of corns, the Vrihi and the Yava, serving the same purpose; 
and hence they are taken as optional alternatives; specially because each 
of them is laid down as independent of the other, by independent sen- 
tences, as-to be employed in the sacrifice. 

Objection : “ We find that we have actually a sentence ‘ aindrav@yavam 
“ orhnati’ laying down the deities Indra and Vayu; and hence the 
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“ sentence that follows ‘maztdvarnnam g:hnātı’ ıs distinctly recogmsed 
“as capable of pomting out a deity, mmdependently of the preceding 
‘‘ sentence ” 

Reply Itis true that with reference to the ‘grahana, ’ the deities 
are laid down mdependently of one another; but ın that case, all of them 
do not serve the same purpose, because being only a purificatory or 
preparatory action, the ‘ yrahanas’ can have only transcendental results , 
and thus varymg in each case, and not serving the same end, the various 
deities mentioned cannot be taken as optional alternatives 

Question “ But how do you conclude them to have only transcen- 
“ dental results ? ” 

Answer When a certam thing, havıng been mentioned ın connection 
with the Primary Action, happens to be directly mentioned ın connection 
with the Preparatory Action, then im that case, such a thing serves a 
visible purpose, and so also when, as a matter of fact, the Preparatory 
Action cannot actually be accomphshed withont that thing That is to 
say, (1) rf the deities having been previously connected with the ‘sacri- 
fice’ (ın the sentence ‘ soména yajeta’) were again directly mentioned with 
reference to the grahanas,-—as they are mentioned im connection with the 
murvapa and the ãvāhana, or (2) xf without these Deities, the ‘ grahana ’ 
could not be accomplished ,—then the mention of the Deities ın connection 
with the ‘ giahanas’ would be for the pmpose of a visible end, im the 
shape of iecalling to the mind the Deities ın connection with the coming 
sacrifice Inthe case m question, however, we find that the Deities Indra, 
Vayu, and the rest have not been previously mentioned m connection with 
the Jyotushtoma, nor ıs ıt that without those Deities, the ‘giahanas’ 
could not be accomplished , and consequently, under the circumstances, 
when we find the ‘grahana? mentioned along with a certain Deity, this 
cannot but be taken as fulfilling an 1mperceptible transcendental result 

Objettion “ When we have come to know that these deities belong 
“ to the sacrifice, then, even without a previous mention of these (an con- 
“ nection with the primary sacrifice), we could take all of them as serving 
‘ the same visible purpose of recalling the Deities m connection with that 
* sacrifice ” 

Reply It ıs not so, because as a rule, ıt is at the time of the 
actual Injunction that the purpose served by the factors enjomed 1s sought 
after , and hence 1t 18 with reference to that time that we should ascertam 
whether the purpose served is a visible or an invisible one That 1s to 
say, 1t is at the time of the operation of the sentence ‘ amdiavdyavuin 
grhnāiı’ that we have a want to know what purpose is served by it, and 
though at that time, we do, somehow or other, come to ascertain, 
through the Conf: sr the connection of the ‘sacrifice’ with ‘ the grahana.’ 
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do im connection with that (2e, the Deity) which is not an Action, and 
hence the Context comes to point out the fact of the ‘ grahanas’ being per- 
formed (ın connection with the sacrifice ın question), These ‘ grahanas’ 
too, not being laid down separately (by the Context, which never operates 
separately), and serving to accomplish only invisible (transcendental) 
results, come to be taken all at once (simultaneously) , and through these 
‘grahanas’ we come to take the deities (mentioned m connection with 
them) also collectively 

Objection * "“ We find that even when certain things are poimted out 
“ by the Context, 1f they are found to serve the same purpose, they are 
“taken as optional alternatives, as for mstance, the mantras employed at 
“ the dividing of the sacrificial cake ” 

Reply : It ıs true that they are so taken, but im that case 1b is not 
the Context alone that operates towards the pointing out of them , because 
the fact of each of the said mantras being connected with each Drvesron 
being pointed out by the Direct Declaration inferred from the indications of 
the words of the mantras, all that the Context does, in this case, 13 to 
point ont that it is at the Division of the Cake ın connection with the Darga- 
Pisnamisa saciefices that the mantras have to be employed, because ot 
their being of no use at other divisions Hence even if the Darga and 
the Pirnamdsa were to take up all the mantras collectively, those sacrifices 
would have no capability of taking them up, independently of the inter- 
vening agency of the Division (of the Cake), and this agency 1s found to 
be connected with many alternatives, and not ın a collective form In the 
case in question, however, the conditions are totally different , because in 
this case, the intervening agency 1s that of the ‘ grahanas,’ and ıt 1s with 
reference to these that the deities are found to be mentioned collectively , 
and hence even though the collection, or aggregate, of the deities may be 
capable of bemg taken up with each ‘ grahana’ separately, yet masmuch 
as 1t 1s through the agency of the ‘grahanas’ that the deztzes can be taken 
up, what could ıt do ım this case (but point to the performance of the 
collective performance of the ‘ giahanas’ also) © 

Objection “As a matter of fact, we find that each of the ‘ gra- 
“ hanās has got the capability of helping the Primary Action, by means 
“of the bringing up of the substance (Soma), and also by pointing out 
“ the requisite deity , and thus the case of these grahanas bemg identical 
“with that of the aforesaid mantras, they must be taken as optional 
‘‘ alternatives ” 

Reply - Such could have been the case, 1f the sacrifices ın question had 
been previously cognised as having many deities (connected with them) , 
as then alone could the various br ingings up of the substance be taken as 
bemg for the sake of those various deities As a matter of fact, however, 
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we find that in the case in question, no such sacrifice with various deities 
has been previously cognised ; and hence the mention of the various pre- 
sentations of the substance must be taken as serving only an imperceptible 
(or transcendental) purpose 

These presentations of the substance, too, must differ from one 
another, on account of the difference among their qualifications (the 
deities) ; as with a single presentation of the substance, it is not possible 
for many deities to be taken, either singly or collectively. Because as for 
their being taken collectively (simultaneously), this is precluded by the 
sentences (‘aindravdyayam grhnati,’ ‘mattrdvarunam grhnati’ etc.) 
which speak of them as appearing one after the other; and (even if such 
simultaneous taking of many deities with a single material were attempt- 
ed) we would have an aygregate (of deities), which would not have 
the character of a sacrificial deity at all, as we have no authority for 
asserting any such character with reference to an aggregate of Indra, 
Vayu and the rest; specially because we find each of them mentioned 
separately by means of nominal affixes with each word. Nor is it possible 
for all of them to be taken separately (in connection with the same pre- 
sentation of the substance); because the substance is always laid down 
with reference to the deity ; and it is not possible for a single substance 
to be laid down (by a single sentence) with reference to more than one 
deity. If the substance could be referred to the deities, either prior to, 
or after, the ‘ grahana, then that would be doing something not enjoined 
by the texts. And further, a substance is always referred to a deity in 
such terms as ‘this belongs to such and such a deity’; and hence if the 
same substance were to be referred to another deity, the former offering 
would certainly be done away with. That is to say, a certain Soma juice 
having been set aside with the expressed idea that ‘this is to be offered 
to Indra and Vayu,’ it is as good as already offered; and as such the 
sacrificer no longer having any control over it, how could he speak of the 
same juice as to be offered to‘ Mitra and Varuna?’ For if an offering 
once made to adeity, were to be made again to another deity, it would 
have to be snatched away from the former deity. Or, in view of the 
previons determination (to offer the substance to one Deity), the subse- 
quent determination (to offer it to another) conld never be taken as true; 
and in any case, such an action would mean a most unworthy procedure, 
and not the fulfilling of the Vedic Injunction. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘ grahana’ must be distinct, 
with each of the deities in question. 

Further, even without the actual ‘grahana’ of the substance, it 
would be quite possible for us to refer it to a certain deity, no matter in 
what place the substance may be; and as such the injunction of the 
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‘grahanas’ could only be with regard to certain transcendental results 
That ıs to say a ‘sacrifice’ consists of the action of gwing away of 
one’s ownership rn favour of a Devty, and this giving away of one’s owner- 
ship or possession over the Soma would be quite possible, in whatever 
condition the Soma may be, either m the state of being clarified (without 
puting it into separate vessels), or m any condition after ıt has been 
purchased , and hence the mjunction of the various rites, purificatory and 
preparatory, of the Soma must be taken as with a view to certain trans- 
cendental results, In a case where the substance laid down is the 
Cake, or some such thing, such preparatory actions as the threshing 
and shifting, ete , of the corn, are found to have a visible result m the 
shape of the preparation of the Cake (as without those actions, the Cake 
would not be made). In the case in question, however, we have no such 
Injunction as that the offermg must be made out of the Soma kept in the 
sacrificial cup, etc , because all that the Injunction lays down ıs the Soma- 
plant, and consequently the ‘grahanas,’ or holding», of the Soma ın he 
various vessels, though servimg to bring about distinct transcendental 
results, must be taken as collectively (helping by these results the accom- 
phshment of the sacrifice) 

Then again, ın the same Context, we find the sentence ‘daga mushtir- 
memité,’ which serves to lay down the measure of the quantity of Somu 
to be employed, and hence we conclude that this sentence qualifies the 
Injunction ‘somena yajéta,’ which comes to mean that ‘ the sacrifice 1s to 
be by means of ten handfuls of Soma’ And then this definite quantity 
of Soma having been pounded with a fixed quantity of water, could not 
be kept in small cups, unless ıt were ‘held’ (in the hand) each time that 
it would be kept m a cup, and as such these ‘holdings’ (‘ grahanas’) 
must be many and distinct (as there are many cups to be filled with 
the Soma Juce), and ıt 18 by means of the Soma thus held im the varı- 
ous cups, that the sacrifice is to be performed And as, unless the sacri- 
fice is repeated ove: and over again, all that has been just said (with 
reference to the offering of the Soma juce ın the various cups dedicated 
to various deities) is not possible,—the sacrifice comes to be repeated, 
for the sake of a definite purpose 

In view of these facts, we can also take the Sutra (19) as follows 
‘ tadbhédat,’—s e., because of the diversity of the prepared Soma — there ıs 
a repetition of the action’ of Sacrifice , ‘because of the separateness of the 
materal’ accepted ;—if all of them were not offered up, the whole ‘ would 
be useless’, and hence even though mm the original Injunction, the ‘ sacrifice’ 
has been mentioned but once, yet ‘ there zs a deverssty’ of 1ts performance, 
because of the fact of the omgmally enjoined ‘ substance being subservient’ 
to the vamous conditions mentioned in other sentences 
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The substance. too, must be offered in the same way as it has heen 
held in the various cups, as, if the whole thing were to be mixed up again, 
the previous holding into separate cups would become wholly useless , 
and the deities, to whom the cup-fuls have been previously dedicated, 
would not become connected with (possessed of) their specified shares , 
nor is it possible for all the deities to be referred to at the time of the 
(single) offering ; hence it is not possible for people, afraid of repetition, 
to mix up all the juice aud make a single offering of it, specially as even 
if this were done, it would lead to a confusion of the shares (previously 
specified). And when the shares have been once separately specified, it 
becomes necessary for the other party to clear up the said confusion, unless 
of course he has a scriptural text distinctly laying down such confusion. 
Thus then, it being necessary to make the offering as previously deter- 
mined, it is only when all the deities (and the yrahanas) are taken 
collectively, that the following sentence—dagattinadhwaryuh pi ataksavane 
grhnttt, Agwino daçamo grhufti, tum trityam juhoti, etc, ete. (laying 
down the definite order and the summing up of the various ‘ yruhanas’ ) 
—becomes explicable. 

Thus then we conclude that the whole forms a single action (of the 
Jyotishtoma). 

The use of the present AdAikaraua lies in the fact that, according to 
the Pirvapaksha, among the sacrifices subsidiary to the Soma sacrifice 
(the Jyotishtoma), we would have the performance of the details with 
regard to one cup, and that, too, only once; whereas, according to the 
Siddhanta, the whole thing has to be done exactly as in the Primary Sacri- 
fice (the Jyotishtoma). 
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is found to inhere in the separateness of the actions themselves, we cannot 
accept it as referring to the separateness due to the mere repetitions of the 
same action ; as we shall show later on, under the sūtra ‘ dgamadu® bhyasas- 
yāçrūtatwãt’ (X—v—16). 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as in the first instance, a single Homa has 
“ been expressed by the word ‘juhotd,’ it is clear that the Number 
“ < three’ is to be made up by repetitions of the same Homa.” 

Reply: Not so; the action denoted by the word ‘juhot:’ having no 
material reality (¢.e., being incapable of being connected with any Gender, 
Number, etc.), the number (‘one’) cannot apply to it; as for the Number 
(singular) that is denoted by the affix in the word ‘juholi,’ it applies to its 
Nominative, and not either to the Bhavana or to the Root-meaning. Conse- 
quently when the word ‘juhot’ would proceed to indicate a single Homa 
indirectly by means of the fact of its (the word ‘juhoti’) being mentioned 
only once, we would be stopped, at the very outset, by the number ‘tI ree’ 
mentioned directly in the sentence, and would be led to accept the Homa 
as qualified by this latter Number, and the action (Homa) would come to 
have so many distinct forms. And hence the three Homas must be taken 
as distinct actions. 


a) 


Though the above was the proper representation of the Adhikarana, 
yet the Bhashya has expounded it in connection with the sentence ‘ sapta- 
daca prajapatyan, ete’, because he means that ke will establish the fact of 
the Number peitaining to the material also serving to distinguish the 
Actions—a fact that is very difficult to prove. 

The gronnd of doubt in connection with this sentence may be thus 
explained. In the word ‘prajapatyin’, is the compound ‘ekagesha 
Divandwa’ to be taken as being formed after the appearance of the Nomi- 
nal Affix (in ‘ prājāpatyān `) ?—or is the Affix to be taken as appearing after 
the compound has been formed? That is to say, ifthe word were explained 
as “Esha ca, ésha ca, Esha ca, iti, ‘ee’ (the Bhagesha compound) —Prija- 
patih Shim dëvatā iti ‘ Prajapatyak’ (‘ Prajapati ’+the deific A fix), 
tiin”,—then the word would denote the relationship of a single substance 
mentioned by the Pronoun ‘esha, with a single Deity (Prajapati) ; 
and in that case the action referred io would be one only. If, bow- 
ever, the word be explained as “ Prajapateh devāta asya iti ‘ Prajapatyah : 
(t Prajapati ’+the Affix),—Prijapatyagca Prajapatyagea Prajapatydgea 
iti ‘Pr djapatyah’ (the Ekaçesha compound), tén,—then the word would 
clearly point out seventeen distinct connections of the deity; and each of 
these connections implying a ‘sacrifice,’ the Actions referred to could 


not but be seventeen distinct ones. 
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PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


* The Action referred to is one only, because in the word ‘ Prajapa- 
‘* tyān’ we tind the plurality distinctly belonging to that which is denoted 
“ by the Affix, and as the Ekagésha compound is due to that plurality, the 
“ compounding could not be of the basic noun. That is to say, one who 
‘ explains the words as ‘ Prajapatyuccu Prijapatyagea, ete.. takes the com- 
“ pound as belonging to the basic noun as well as to the Affix; but the only 
“ground for this lies in the Apparent Inconsistency of the plurality in 
“t Prājūpatyān’; but as a matter of fact, we find that the Plurality is 
“ not found in the basic noun ; and as such, this latter cannot be com- 
“ pounded into an ‘ Hkugeshw’ ; nor is it such that the P/ urality cannot be 
“ referred to the denotation of the Affix, without there being an Hkugéshu 
‘of the basic Noun; becanse this Plurality is distinctly expressed, at the 
“ time that the formation of the word ‘ Prajapatyin’ is explained, by the 
“ Pronoun ‘ésham,.’ Thus then, we conclude that the Deity ‘ Prajāpati,’ 
‘* mentioned but once, is connected with many materials. 

“ Further, when only a little assumption is found to serve our pur- 
“ pose, it would never do to assume a number of actions, not directly 
“ mentioned, and their .lpirvay. That is to say, even if we were to 
. ‘ Accept the latter of the two explanations of the word ‘ Prajapatyadn,’ we 
“ could not rest with the mere fact of having the compound formed after 
“ the application of the Affix ; as it would be necessary for us to assume a 
“number of unseen and unheard-of Actions and their Apirras; and that 
“we cannot assume any number of these at our will bas already been 
“shown in the Gabdaniaradhikaraau (in the beginning of the present 
“ Pada), where we have shown that we can assume, by means of Appa- 
“ rent Inconsistency, only that much of the unseen and unheard of, with- 
“ out which the connection of the mentioned Deity with the enjoined 
“ material remains inexplicable ; as the said Apparent Inconsistency does 
“ not warrant any more of the unseen and unheard of, It would, however, 
“ be necessary for you to assume from one to seventeen Actions and as 
“many Apūrvas. But as the assumption of the very first of these would 
“ complete all the Primaries (as in the case of the Prayajas),—i.c,, as the 
“ determination to offer the first animal to Praj apati would apply equally 
“ to all the other animals, whose case is not found to be different from that 
“ of the first,—the performance of that single offering will have connected 
“all the rest with the sacrifice; and as such, we could not carry on the 
“ assumption any further, 

“ Then again, the difference of one thing cannot bring about the 
“difference of another; for certainly because of there being distinct 
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“ pieces, in the shape of the Heart, ete., it does not follow that there are 
“ different Actions also, That is to say, if the diversity of the materials 
« were to make a diversity among Actions, then there would also be a diver- 
“sity of Actions on account of the diversity of the pieces of the animal’s 
“body. Asa matter of fact, however, no such diversity is possible, as 
“ we shall show later on, under Sūtra VI—iii—12 ; where it is shown that 
“ the whole animal having been laid down as the means of accomplishing 
“the Primary sacrifice (of the Agnishfoma), and the Animal having to he 
“ given away also as a whole, the fact that the sacrifice is to be accom- 
“ plished by means of the Animal, only as being the souree from which 
“ the eleven pieces would he obtained, is got at from other sentences ; and 
“asg such the ‘cutting of the pieces’ becomes a qualification of the 
“ Animal, and not that of the Sacrifice. In the case in question also. all 
“the seventeen animals being known as the means of accomplishing the 
* sacrifice, the implied direction would apply the proerss of one animal 
“ (of its being cut into eleven pieces) to all the seventeen animals; and 
“as such there would be nothing very incongruons in the fact of a single 
“ sacrifice taking up (utilising) all the seventeen groups of ‘eleven pieces 
“each. And for these reasons we conclude that the Action referred to is 
“ one only.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply :~- 

If there were only one Action, there would be a single Injunction (iu 
the form of ‘the Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed in the same way 
as the Primary >); and thereby the material to he employed being pointed 
ont as a single ‘ eleven-piece’ group (as the Primary makes use of only one 
such group), there would be no use for all the seventeen animals. Phat is 
to say, the sentence in question does not rest with the declaration * Praza- 
patyān pagin,’ as there is yet another part of the sentence to be RUDE 
viz. * prakrtival? And if there ho a single Action, tt is the ‘ 
that is, the Primary in question; nnil as at that the sae ies is per- 
formed by means of a single *eleven-piees” group, it follows that 
in the action in question there should be only one such group; and as this 
group, too, in the ease of the Primary Sacrifiec, is supplied by a single 
animal—-whieh is mentioned by a word wherein the singular number 
is meant to be significant, ~il would be the same in the aehion im ques- 
tion also. Anl thus the action having been accomplished by means of a 
single animal, none of the other sixteen animalsk world become conneetod 
with Prajapati; and thereby we would he negleeting the Plurality 
expressed in the same word ( Prajapatyin’), as so the number * seven- 
teen’ mentioned in the same sentence. When, on the. other hand, the 
idea accepted is that there nro ‘seventeen’ sacrifices, then the saie 
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Injunction ‘piak: iurat, ete,’ coming in for each of the sacrifices, would 
point fo as many ‘eleven piece” groups, and for the sake of obtaming 
these groups, we could have a. many animals, even u they were not 
actually laid down as ‘seventeen’, and there can he no doubt on the point 
when the Number 1s distinctly laid down 

Objection “Tt does not appear quite proper to reject the directly 
“ perceptible singleness of the sacrifice, and assume its pliality on the 
“ ground of an implied injunction (‘ piahrtivat, ete °) For whether the 
“ sacrifice 15 one o1 many 18 ascertamed at the time that the sacrifice is 
“ enjoined , and itis on this Direct Injunction that an Imphed or Hertended 
“ Direction (Atud@ea) 1s based, and it 19 never the case that the Direct 
“ Injunction is based upon the Extended Dnection That iw to say, ıb is 
“ at the time that the Action 15 originally laid down, that we ascertain the 
“ tact of its bemg one only or many, and im all cases the original mention 
“of the Action is by means of a Dnect Injunction, and not by an Imphed 
“ Direchon For, until the Action has actually appeared (as enjoimed), 
“there is no question as to its method and until the method has ap- 
“ peared (and is found to be wanting m certain factors) there is no Extended 
“Direction Consequently as the Extended Direction (‘ prakrtevat, etc’) 
‘as found to appear long after the nnity ot diversity of Actions has been 
“ascertained, no such Extended Direction can rightly be taken as leading 
‘us to accept a diversity of Actions ” 

To the above we make the following reply Tt has been shown above 
that whenever: there 1s a doubt, 16 15 always set at rest either by means 
of ‘supplementary sentence’ (Subu T ~1v—29) or by means of Indirect 
Implications (I—1, —30), and in the case in question we find that we have 
both these means available for ascertaming the doubtful point That is to 
say, ın the case ın question, it 15 not by means of the Extended Du ection 
alone that we come to accept the Diversity of Actions , mm fact it is by 
means of the Direct Injunction contained m the word ‘pr ajapatyan’ 
itself As this Injunction had, at the first instance, been cognised only m 
the form of the maternal, the Deity and the ‘Saciifice’, it had nothing 
definite to say with regard to the measure (or number) of that saerfice, 
because of the doubt (in regard to the word ‘ papapatyfn’) attachmg to 
the precedence and sequence of the Nominal Affix and the ehagésha com- 
pound, as pointed out above (see above, p. 723) , and this doubt 1s removed 
by the said number bemg asceitained (1) by means of the ‘supple- 
mentary sentence’ in the shape of the aforesaid Extended Direction, and 
(2) also by means of ‘the capability of the word itself to imply that num- 
ber, Though ıt ıs true that the Extended Direction appears afterwards, 
yet, as in the case ın question, from the very beginning, the presence of 
that Direction 1s known to be as sure as anything else; and hence the 
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Direct Injunction also comes to be taken in a sense that would not be 
meompatible with that Direction. Consequently, even thongh the interpre- 
tation of the sentence m question is begun with explaining the word 
‘ordgipatyan’ as ‘ Pragtpatirdévata eshaim, tin,’—jy2t inasmuch as this 
interpretation is subsequently found to be incompatible with what follows 
(m the Extended Direction), the interpreter, if an intelligent person, does 
not fail to conclude that he had committed a mistake, at the very outset, 
in explaining the said word. There is no such rule as that the "Extended 
Direction must always be in keeping with the idea taken up by us in the 
beginning. Nor is the Extended Direction capable of referring the seven- 
teen ‘eleven-piece’ groups—not mentioned in connection with the Primary 
‘ Saranzya ’—to a single Action; nor again can a single animal be the 
source from which all the seventeen ‘cleven-piece’ groups should be 
obtained ; nor is there any doubt on this point, that would be removed by 
means of the Direct Injunction (in the sentence in question). Nor is 
there an absolute contradiction between the Extended Direction and the 
Direct Injunction, becanse the full bearing of this latter is still doubtful; 
and hence there would be nothing to set aside the employing of a single 
‘eleven-piece’ group at one sacrifice. 

The fact, too, of the Action referred to being one only is not directly 
enjoined And in all cases, it is an accepted law that so long as there can 
be a compatibility (between the Direct Injunction and the Extended Direc- 
tion) we cannot take them as contradictory to each other; and in the case 
in question, we find that the two can be made compatible with each other 
by taking the Actions to be many. And hence the co .stiuction of the 
word in question must be taken as —“ Prayg@patirdevata asya, iti ‘ Prajapa- 
tyah,’” and the ekagésha would imply the mention of the seventeen Praja- 
patyas. And thus, the connections between the Deity and the Material 
being diverse,—just as in the case of the ‘Agnéya,’ the ‘ Agnishomiya,’ 
etc., —the ‘sacrifices’ referred to cannot but be accepted as many and 
diverse. 

It has been urged abore that—‘ the cutting onto eleven pieces being a 
“ property of the animal, it would be different with each of the seventeen 
“ animals, even when the Action is accepted to be one only.” 

But this is not quite correct; because in the case in question, the 
Implied Direction does not refer to the Method of the Material ; because 
the want of a Method always arises with reference to an Action; and as 
such it stands in need of the properties and qualifications of the Action 
(and not that of the Material). That is to say, the desire for the method is 
in the form—‘ In what way is the result to be accomplished by the sacrifice 
of the Pi äjāputya animal’ ?—and not as ‘how’ by the animal?’ In the 
Primary Savaniya sacrifice also, we find that the property of beiny 
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accomplished by means of the ‘eleven-prece’ group obtained fiom a engle 
anımal belongs to the sacrifice, and uot to the anımal, as the mention of a 
property of the Animal would be useless, because if the property 
belonged to the Animal, then all that the property would do would be to 
purify the animal , and there would be no use ot such a purification, as the 
animal will have been destroyed (before the oftermg is made) As for the 
sacrifice, there 1s a distinct purpose served by its accomplishment, as also 
by the accomplishment of its Apra, and hence the cuthng of the eleven 
preces, etc , could all very well be taken as the method by which the sacti- 
hee and its Apūva would be accomplished Thus then, a single sacrıhce 
cannot take up more than one ‘eleven-piece group, and when no move 
than one such group would be used, more than one ammal too could not 
be taken up Thongh some people might think that‘the fact of the 
source of the pieces bemg one only is set aside by the mention ot the 
number: seventeen, and hence we can take the single group of eleven-pieces 
out of more than one animal, —yet even then, only eeleren animals would 
be necessary ({o1 the cutting ont of the eleven pieces), and not seventeen 

The Bhashya represents the opponent as declaring that—“ın a 
seryle sacrifice, ue could make un offering of the seventeen eleven-piece 
gioups” And the sense of this assertion 1s this “ Fearmg the 
necessity of having to assume an unseen fictor, we take the word 
‘pagu’ as indicating the ‘ Piece-Group’ thiongh its proaimnuty to the 
Sacrifice, and the number ‘seventeen’ may be taken as specifying that 
Group ” 

But this cannot be , because in the case in question we find no ground 
for the said Indication, So long as there is no meongiwty (in the Direct 
Signification) we cannot rightly have recourse to Indication And then 
what the sense of the sentence comes to be, according to you, 19 this 
‘Seventeer animals should be taken up, and a single sacrifice should be 
accomplished by means of a sengle eleven-pece group obtamed fiom a 
angle animal’, certainly such a performance would never be pos- 
sible ! 

If it be urged that the Number mentioned m one place could be taken 
elsewhere,—then too, ıt would come to be taken along with the sacithee, 
on account of the greater proximity of this with the Apirva (and thus 
we would have seventeen sacrifices, and not one) And we have already 
explained above that we cannot mghtly set aside any part of the Injunc 
tive sentence, unless we find 1t to be actually incompatible 

As for the necessity of assuming an unseen fictor, so long as there 1s 
sufhjent authouty and ground for such an assumption, there can be 
nothing wrong in ıt 

The Bhashya mings forward another theory, m the sentence—' r: | 
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grigdbhipraya varadbhipraya riipabhipriyd vā abhavishyan.” This has 
been brought in as a solvent for the sentence that lays down the whole 
animal as the offering; and the sense of the sentence is that—“ from among 
“various animals that may have either seventeen horns, or seventeen 
“ colours, or seventeen shapes, one is to be made the Prajapatya.” 

In reply to this it is said in the Bhashya: But the animals are subse» 
quently laid down clearly as ‘black, horniess,’ (and hence the ‘seventeen- 
coloured’ or the ‘seventeen-horned’ ones could not be meant). And 
hence we conclude that there are seventeen sacrifices. 

The use of the Adhikarana is this: Though the Parvapakshi does 
not wish it, yet, in accordance with his theory, only one animal would be 
the means of accomplishing the sacrifice, and the other sixteen would be 
taken up only for the purpose of making up its enjoined number (‘ seven- 
teen ’); and hence the Pieces would have to be cut out of that one animal ; 
consequently if there would be anything amiss in this cutting out, it would 
be necessary, not to take up another animal for the cutting out of the 
pieces only, but also another batch of sixteen for the purpose of making 
up the enjoined number with reference to this newly-brought animal. Or 
again, when the purification of the first batch of sixteen would be only 
half done, if even one becomes amiss,—with reference to that, then and 
there, it would be necessary to repeat all of them over again (while 
according to the Siddhanta, each animal being used in a distinct sacri- 
fice, if there was anything amiss with one, that one alone would have to 
be replaced, and not all). 

Objection: * In the case of the contiguous (or joint) performance of 
“ many sacrifices, we find that if there is anything wrong with the 
‘ performance of any one of them, then, in accordance with the law laid 
“ down under the Sūtra VI—v—56, while the other sacrifices have yet to 
“ be performed, what is performed over again is only that one sacrifice, 
“and not all of them; and the same rule might very well hold in the case 
“ in question, where we have a combined or joint material.” 

Reply : This is not possible ; because in the case in question, we find 
that the capability of accomplishing the sacrifice in question inheres in 
seventeen of the same object, ¿.e., the seventeen animals taken as a single 
object; and as such, like the number, it appertains to all of them taken col- 
lectively ; consequently the purificatory rites—upakarana and the rest—of 
these should be performed as such a whole; consequently, when even a 
single animal out of these would die during the purification, there would be 
a destruction of the exact Material for accomplishing the sacrifice; and 
hence, even though the other animals be quite intact, the purificatory rites 
of the material as a whole would have gone wrong: and as such these 
rites would have to be done all over again. But even when a fresh 
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SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: When no word expres- 
sive of the Action has been used, the name that happens to be mentioned 
first cannot but give rise to the idea of something new. That is to say, 
in a case where the Action has been already laid down by means of a 
previously pronounced Verb, before the Name comes to be mentioned, the 
unity or diversity of the Actions concerned having, in this case, already 
been ascertained elsewhere by means of the verb, the subsequently appear- 
ing Name would not distinguish the Actions. In the case in question, 
however, we find that the name is mentioned in connection with an 
Action that has yet to be laid down (by the subsequent sentence ‘ éténa 
sahasradakshinéna yajéta’); and as such, like the Number, it must be 
expressive of Separateness. Because in all cases, it is most improper to use 
one word in more than one sense, or to express oue thing by more than one 
word; and hence whenever we come across a new thing, we look for a new 
name; and vice versa, whenever we find a new name we look for a new 
thing. When, however, we directly perceive both of these to be the same 
that has been known before, then this perception sets aside the weaker 
authority of the aforesaid character of the Name. But so long as there is 
no such recognition of identity, there is nothing to set aside the idea of 
difference naturally afforded by the difference of Names. 

For instance, ın the case in question, we find that entirely different 
from the previously mentioned Jyoteshtoma, there is, later on, a new name 
‘atha gauk’; and as this latter has apparently no connection with what 
has gone before, it cannot bring about any idea thereof; and hence it 
gives rise to the notion of something else coloured by itself (i.e., the 
name ‘ gauk’). And then we proceed to look out, in what follows as well 
as in what has gone before, for that thing of which this is the name; and 
we find that all the ‘yajats’ that have gone before refer to, and have 
been absorbed by, the Jyotishtoma; and as such cannot refer to anything 
else, or have any other name; but as for the ‘yajati’ that comes after- 
wards (in the sentence ‘ éténa sahasradakshinéna yajéta’) though, on account 
of the mention of the Result, the Injunctive potency is taken up by the 
laying down of something else (č.e., the accessory gift of ‘a thousand’), 
and as such the Injunction itself does not serve to distinguish the Action,— 
yet, inasmuch as, according to Sutra II—i—49, on account of the inter- 
vention of an unconnected word ‘gauh’ (between the passages dealing 
with the .Jyot/shtoma and the sentence ‘ athatsha jyotik, etc.’), the word 
‘gauh’ does not very well fit into what has gone before ; and hence the 
idea of what has gone before not presenting itself at the time that the 
sentence ‘atha gauk’ appears, the continuance of the previous Context 
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is bioken off, and the mind naturally seeks for something else, and the 
subsequent ‘ yaj@iu’ presenting itself to this expectant mind, and bemg 
incapable of referring to the Jyotushtoma sacrifice, which ıs already 
possessed by another name,—and turns rtself to an object other than 
the taking up of that the contmuation of which has been broken off 
Consequently then, the subsequent ‘yajz’ bemg separated from the 
previous Context, by the river of the name ('gauh’), cannot go over to 
it, nor does the previous context go over to it, and hence perforce ıt goes 
over to another object 

Thus, then, the word ‘atha,’ not being able to be taken as signifying 
either a reference to what has gone before, or immediate sequence, 18 
taken as serving the purpose of introducing another Action The word 
‘esha’ also, being expressive of that which 1s perceptibly near it, 1 
as applicable to what has gone before as to what appears subsequently, 
because both are equally perceptibly proximate to it, and hence the 
signification of this word does not affect the discussion 

As for the rejection of the previously mentioned and the acceptance 
of that which has not been mentioned, as ıt has to be accepted on the 
strength of the Direct Mention of the Name, there 1s nothing wrong 
in it 

Says the Bhaishyn Nasamemih punah, utayah (these ave not mere iepe- 
trteuns of those), and the sense of this is that as the Names in question 
have been used for the very first time, there can be no question of their 
bemy mere repetitions, Thatis to say, they are not mentioned with refer- 
ence to a previously enjomed Action 

And further (according to you), the whole of the sentence ‘ athaisha, 
ete’ would become redundant, as even without these, the accessories, 
in the shape of the ‘ gift of a thousand,’ etc, could very well be laid 
down. 

Then, too, ın accordance with the view that the names refer to the 
same Action as the previous one, inasmuch as the gift of ‘twelve- 
hundred’ has already been laid down ın connection with the Jyotsshtoma, 
the mention of ‘a thousand,’ with reference to the same, would lead to 
these two gifts bemg taken as optional alternatives, as both would serve 
the same purpose , and this ıs not quite allowable, When, however, the 
Actions are different, there 1s no such anomaly 

Nor can ıt be urged that the mention of the latter accessory has its 
end in connection with a new Result, as the substratum of the accessory 
(the Jyotshtoma) being hopelessly rent asunder by the intervention of 
the Name, there ıs no idea of that substrate at the time that the latter 
Accessory 1s laid down 

And further the relationship of the Name, the Accessory aud the 
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Result with the ‘sacrifice’ mentioned subsequently, is based upon Syntac- 
tical Connection ; while that with the previous Jyotishtoma would be based 
upon Context (which is weaker than the former) ; and for this reason 
also the Actions must be regarded as different. 

Nor are the words ‘ Jyotikh’ etc. in the case in question (necessarily) 
the parts of the word ‘ Jyotishtoma’; because the name ‘ Rathantara’ (of 
one kind of Sama) is not recognised as a part of the name ‘ Kanvarathan- 
tava’ (another kind of Sama). As for the sentence ‘vasanié vusanié 
Jyotisha yajéta,’ we take the word as indirectly indicating the Jyotishtoma 
(and not directly expressing it), because of this fact being pointed ont by 
other means of right notion. In the case in question, however, we do not 
find any such other means, whereby the word ‘Jyotish’ could be taken as 
referring to the ‘ Jyotishtoma.’ As for the use of the word ‘Jyotih’ with 
reference to the [rwit, etc., in the sentence ‘gtāni jyotinshz, ete., such 
use must be taken in a secondary sense, allowable in this sentence alone, 
on account of the fact of the two being spo’xen of (in the sentence) as 
co-extensive ; and as such this sense could not be accepted in all cases. For 
instance, though in the case of the sentence ‘shko manavakah,’ the word 
‘senha’ is taken as referring to the Boy (Ma@navaku), only in its secondary 
sense of Brave, etc., yet when the word ‘sitha’ is used in another sen- 
tence, e.g., ‘Sihamilabhéta, it is not taken in the same secondary sense 
(but in its direct sense of the Lion). 

Thus then, we conclude that in consideration of the direct significa- 
tion of the words ‘ Jyotth,’ etc., these names must be taken as differentiat- 
ing the Actions referred to by them from what has been mentioned before. 


ADHIKARANA (9) 
[Differentiation of Actions through thew Derties | 


Siitra (23) An accessory also (serves to differentiate Actions), 
when it 1s a new one, and incapable of being connected with the 
foregoing (action); because both the sentences are equally (inde- 
pendent of each other) 


Betore dealing with the differentiating of Actions by Context, we 
proceed to consider the Diversity and Unity of Actions based upon their 
Accessories 

In connection with the Odturmdsya sacrifices, with reference to the 
Vaigvadeva Parva, we find the sentence ‘ vargvadevyamksha,’ which 
serves to lay down the sucrtfice implied by the connection between the 
Material and the Deity hereim mentioned , and followmg on this we find 
the sentence ‘väpbhyo vaynam’ And on this point there arises the 
followimg doubt Does this second sentence lay down an accessory Mate- 
rial for the sacrifice laid down by the former sentence, or does 16 serve to 
lay down a distinct sacrifice umplied by the particular connection of the 
Material and the Deity mentioned ın itself ? 

Though there was a third alternative also possible, namely, that both 
the Material and the Deity mentioned ın the second sentence are laid 
down with reference to the previous sacrifice, yet this has not been 
put forth , because ıt has been shown in the Adhikarana dealing with the 
Paurnamisi sacrifice, that ıt 1s not possible for many accessories to be 
laid down ın connection with an Action that has been already enjomed 
by a previous sentence 

Thus, then, the question comes to be this Is the material vāäpna 
connected, in the previously laid down sacrifice, with the Deity (Vige- 
devas) of that sacrifice, or is it connected with another Deity (Va), 
another sacrifice and another Apiirva ? 

On this, we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ The second sentence serves to lay down the material Vajina with 
“ regard to the previous sacrifice 
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“ Because of the word ‘ Vāji’ being taken as one who hus vāja or Food, 
‘and the Food meant being the @mzksha that has been laid down in the 
“immediately preceding sentence (‘Vacgvadevya@miksh@'), it is the 
“ Vigvedévas themselves that are denoted by the word ‘ Vagibhyah’, and 
“ the action too referred to in this second sentence being the same as that 
« laid down in the former sentence, what this second sentence does is to 
“ Jay down a new Material, in the shape of the Vitjanua. 

“ That is to say, we do not know of any such deities as the ‘ Vajis ° , 
“and no unknown meaning of words can serve to complete the meaning 
“of a sentence; but as a rale, whenever the meaning of a word as a 
“ whole is unknown, what we do is to accept the meaning that is afforded 
“ by its constituent parts ; and in the case in question we find that in the 
“ first sentence, the Vigvedevas are represented as ‘Vāji? because of 
“their having the Amiksha (which is a Food, ‘ Vāja’); and then these 
“ same Deities being understood, in the second sentence, to be connected 
‘ with the material ‘ Vajina,’ they cannot be set aside from this connec- 
“tion (because there is no other known meaning of the word ‘ Vayr’ as 
“a whole). These Deities (the Vigredévas) are already impressed with 
“ the connection of the sacrifice previously unplied by the first sentence , 
“ consequently, when, with a view to establishing their relationship with 
“the material Vajinu, we come to assume a ‘ sacrifice, we find that 
“ there is no reason why we should set aside the sac rifice that is pointed 
“out by the word ‘vdgt’ (which is synonymous with Vigrédevd., and as 
“ such points to the sacrifice implied in the former sentence); and while 
“we have that sacrifice, there arises no further Inconsistency with 
“regard to anything else; and hence we conclude that in the second 
“sentence we have the same sucrzfice, the same Apūrva and the same 
“ Deity as those in the previons sacrifice ; and as such there is no reason 
“ for assuming any other sacrifice. 

‘“ For these reasons we conclude that in view of the two sentences in 
“ question, the two Materials, Amiksha and Vagina, must be taken as 
“ pertaining to the same sacrifice, to be employed in it either as optional 
“ alternatives, or both jointly. 

“Though it is true that the Amiksha is laid down in the same 
‘¢ sentence that lays down the sacrifice (and as such this being the more 
“ authoritative of the two materials, they cannot both be taken either as 
“ alternatives or conjointly),—yet what the sentence could do would be 
‘ to extract the ‘ sacrifice’ from the previons sentence, and then lay down 
“ a fresh Material (Vajina) for it (and in this way both the Materials 
“ woald be equally authoritative). Though, as a matter of fact, the 
«© sacrifice’ is implied by the connection of the Deity and the Material, 
“ and it is not mentioned directly as extracted (from the previous sen- 
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But that is not possible; because the two are not equally strong in 
the authority of their applicability to the same sacrifice. 

We proceed to show this inequality: The connection of the Vaçe- 
devas and the Action mentioned in the first sentence, with the Amzksha, 
is one that is directly mentioned by the word (‘ Vareradévi’) ; while that 
of those with the ‘ Vajina’ is indicated by the sentence (‘ v@yibhyn vägi- 
nam’). And mall cases, there are three methods of mentioning the 
Deity: (1) By means of the deific nominal affix, (2) by the Dative case- 
ending, and (3) by means of the words of the Mantia used; and among 
these that which precedes is always more authoritative than that which 
follows. 

Objection: “ The mantra being non-injunctive, it is only natural that 
“it should be weaker in authority than Direct Assertion: but why 
* should there bea difference of strength between the Nominal Affix 
“aud the Dative case-ending ? ” 

Reply : It is by Direct Assertion that the connection of the Deity 
is mentioned by means of the Nominal Affix; whereas in the case of the 
Dative ending, that connection is expressed by the syntactical connection 
between the two words lying im close proxinuty to each other 

For instance, in the case in question, in the case ot the word 
‘ vaiçvadevi, the presence of the Deity (Fegredévus) is expressed by the 
Direct Denotation of the word; while in the case of the Dative ending 
(in ‘Vajibhyuk’) it is implied indirectly by the proximity (and syntacti- 
cal connection) of the two words in the sentence” vajibhyo vajinam’ 
(and certainly Direct Denotation is always stronger than Indirect Im- 
plication by syntactical connection). 

Objection: “ In the case of the sentence ‘ vaigradevydmiksha&’ also 
“ the connection between the Deity Vievedévas and the material ‘ An- 
“ ¢ksh&’ is expressed by the proximity of the two words in the sentence ; 
“and thus in both cases the fact of the connection being implied by 
‘syntactical connection is equally present. If it be urged that the 
“ character of the Deity is mentioned directly by the word ‘ vazevadevi,’ 
“while it is only the connection of the material ‘ @amikshi’ that is 
“ implied by the syntactical connection,—then this is also found to be the 
“ case in the other sentence, where the character of the Deity being 
“ mentioned directly by the dative ending (in ‘rdtbhyah’) it 1s only 
“the connection of the material Vajinu that is implied by syntactical 
“connection. If again it be urged that the connection also with mate- 
“rial in general having been mentioned by the Nominal Affix, what 
“ syntactical connection does is only to specify that material,—then, this 
“too would be found to be the case with the other sentence as well. 
“ Because the single word ‘ vajibhyah’ directly denotes the character of 
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“ the vecezver of the offering and as this characte: would not he possible 
‘ without an objet tu be offered, some such object in general would be 
‘“indicated by the said Direct Denotation itself, and all that the 
‘ proximity of the word ‘Vain’ would do would be to specify that object 
‘ And further granted that the Direct Denotation of the Nominal 
Affix mentions the connection with some material in general, even then, 
masmuch as the ‘Vajzna’ alsois included m the ‘ object ın general,’ there 
“ would be nothing mcongruous in taking this latter also as the specified 
‘maternal for the same sacrifice (as held by us) the onl¥ incompati- 
bihty would be between the two particular materials, the Amihehd and 
‘the ‘ Vagena’* and both of these being equally mdicated by syntactital 
* eonnection, there would be no difference between the authoritative charac- 
* te of these And as such they must be taken as optional alternatives ” 
Reply The Nominal Affix does not denote the Deity of the material 
m general what it docs 1s to express the Deity of the particular material 
mentioned by the word ‘asya (whichis present in the expression ‘ sa’sya 
dévata,’ which expresses the presence of the Noyuinal Affix) 
For instance, m the case m question, the Nominal Affix in the word 
‘Ve rgrader? bemg «explained as ‘ cigiéderd deratā asyāh’, the pronoun 
‘usy@h’? expresses, not the material m general, but the partienlar miteral 
in close provinuty with itself, specially asit ow only a partieuli object, 
and not the mdetinite generic class object’ that 1s capable of being utilised 
Consequently that the object expressed by the basic noun (* Veer eder ah’) 
is name ot the Deity of the particular material pointed out by other means 
is the diect denotation ot the Nonunal Affx. in *Vargvadér?’? Thus 
then, the idea of the particular materml as bearing m itself the parti- 
cular relationship, and as bemg subservient to the Deity, is brought about 
dnectly by the word with the Nominal Affix, undependenth of evers othe 
word, and we proceed to look out for the particular miterml whose 
Deity has been mentioned by means of the Nominal Atia and then itis 
that this is pointed oat by means of the word @auksh&® > And thus is 
the connection (between the Material and the Deity) has been mentioned 
before the appearance of the qualified idea, there 1s ın this case no need 
of an Indirect Indication Though as a matter ot fact,in the case of all 
words, the basic noun and the affix have independent siemiicatious of 
their own that follow closely upon each other, and 1t 1s as between these two 
that the Relationship in question ıs cognised,—yet, in the case of the word 
in question (‘ Vazgvadevi’), as the relationship (of the Maternal with 
the Deity) appears ın the same word (as the membeis related), 1t has a 
distinctly stronge: authority than that which is mdicated by meaus of 
the proximity of two words (‘ vagzbhyo vāpnam’), and ıt 18 for this reason 
that ıt ıs spoken of as ‘directly denoted by the word ’ 
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Thus then.in the sentence ‘vaigvudevyamiksha ’ there are two relation- 
ships: (1) the Relationship of the Material with the Deity, and (2) the 
Relationship of the qualifier and the qualified; anc of these the former 
is directly mentioned by the word, while the latter is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection. 

For this reason, the qualification of the word ‘a@miksha’ by the word 
‘yatgvadevi’ is not through the meaning of these words; as it is 
in the case of the expression ‘ uīlotpalam’; what the fact is, is that the 
Nominal Affix itself directly denotes the Amzksha together with the Deity 
(Vigvedevah); and the particular material referred to (by the pronoun 
‘asyah’ in the expounding of the Nomimal Affix) is indicated by the 
proximity of the word ‘ G@meksha.’ 

That is to say, in the case in question, 1t 1s not that the word with 
the Nominal Affix denoting one object, and the word ‘Amikshā’ denoting 
another, the qualification of one of these by the other apphes sub- 
sequently; because this relationship is expressed, at the very outset, by the 
word with the Nominal Affix, but what actually happens is that the word 
vith the Nommal Affix having the capability of expressing that which 
cannot be utilised (that is, the Materia! am general), it stands in need of the 
proper particular object for itself; and then what the additional word 
(G@miksh@} does is to present to it this p:rticular object ; and thus, as « 
matter of fact, throug the proximity of the word ‘ @nuksha,’ the word 
‘vaterndért’ itself denotes the material ‘@miksh@.’? Nor does the word 
` Amikshā’ in that case come to be a mere reference to the *dmiksha’ 
denoted by the word ‘ visgradévi’; because without that word, the word 
with the Nominal Affix is not cognised as having that (Amiksh@) for its 
object. Nor does the Amibsha become the meaning of the sentence; 
because that which is denoted by the word with the Nominal Affix is not 
known to have a separate existence. As a matter of fact, we havea 
sentence, ouly when there are at least two independent denotations of 
words. Thus then, all that the word ‘@miksh@’ does is to bring forward 
that which is denoted by the word with the Nominal Affix; and as such 
it does not remove to a further distance (and thereby render weaker) the 
direct denotation of the Nominal Affix 

Itis with a view to all this that we have the following declaration: ‘It 
is by the Direct Denotation of the pronoun ‘ usydh ’ that the meaning of the 
second word (‘ dmiksha’) is denoted ; and as that is ex pressed by the Nominal 
Affix, all the three (the Pronoun, the Affix and the Amiksh@) become deno- 
ted by the single word (with the Nominal Affix ‘ Vasgvadévi’).” Thus then, 
what is denoted by the word ‘vuigvadevi ° is that ‘that which is the Amiksha 
rs to become connected with the Derty Viguedevah.’ And hence in this case, 
the co-ordination is between the words, an? not between their deuotations. 
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lu the case of the sentence ‘Vajibhyo v@j.nam’ on the other hand, 
the case 1s wholly different 

Because justly in the sentence vdj:bhyo vajznam, the material to be 
offered is not denoted eithe. by the noun ‘ 2472’, or by the Dative affix 
fin the word ‘va@pebhkyuhk , nor do any of these express the connection of 
that Matemal with the Deity , and hence we cannot cognise these by any 
other means save the syntactical connection (ot the two words) That 13 
to say, m thesword ‘v&srbhyah, either the basic noun, or the affix. or both 
of them togethe: ,express either the maternal ın general, or a particnlar 
Material, 01 the connection of some Material with the Deity , all that the 
word denotes 1s that thy object suqnified by the noun ıs the recipient , 
and certamly there 1s no idea of the relationship of the materal 
included m the word, and hence it has to be cogmsed by means of the 
syntactical connection, based upon the proximity of the word *vāpnam’ 

And secondly, in the case of the word vazgvadév?’, we find that the 
signification of the Pronoun ‘as yah’ is eluded m the Nominal Affix, but 
in the ease of the word vajzbhyuh’ the Dative ıs not laid down ın the 
sense ot ‘that of which the object signified by the basic noun 15 the 
recever of the gitt? That ıs to say, 1u the case of the former, we find that 
the Nominal Affix has been laid down by grammanans m the sense ot 
‘that of whch the object signified by the basic word 15 the Deity’ while 
the Dative has not been laid down in the sense that that which is signi- 
hed by the basic noun 1s the receiver of that ( a certain gift)’, and as 
such in the case of a word with the Dative ending, there can be no 
ndication of the meaning of the Pronoun ‘usya’, and as a matter of 
ae meh a wod actually expresses 1s the mere characte: ot the 


tact, what suc 
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Recyprent, and hence, w °S Only o account of the imconsistency of the 


mention of a ‘1eciyment, without the cbiect to he received,’ that the word 
with the Dative can give rise to a desire on om pet for some such thing , 
and certainly this does not make ths thing to be ducctly expressed by 
that word as, m that case, all that is signifed by the sentens? mou 
become the denotation of that word All that the sard desere (raised SS 
the Dative) does 15 to bring about the requisite relationship when the 
‘ther word is uttered, for it there were no such desire raised by the 
first word, even the second word could not bring about the said relation- 
ship 

Thus, then, though the Dative Affix duectly denotes the deific 
character (of Vajin), yet its relationship with the Material (vāyna) 18 
indicated by syntactical connection alone Our contention is with regard 
to this relationship (of the Material and the Deity) , and there 1s no doubt 
that the relationship of the Material vārna (with the Deity Vajan) (as 
indicated hy syntactical connection) ıs very much weaker in authority 
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(than that of the Amisha with the Vigrederus, because this latter is men- 
tioned directly by the Nominal Affix ın the word ‘ vazeradevi.’ 

Further, it is a well-recoguised fact that that which 1s expr essed dire. tlh, 
by the word is more nearly related to ib than that which is indicated by 
syntactical connection, this latter being very much remoter than the former : 
and hence we proceed to show\how, what you hold to be’ the sense of the 
sentence ‘ vdjzbhyah, etc. is fav remote (from the direct signification of the 
words). (l) For instance, in the case ın question, the relationship of the 
amiksha (with the Vigredéras} being in close proximity td the word, Is 
recognised as being expressed directiy by the word , while the relationship 
of the cfjima with the Vicvederus being far removed, is recognised as 
indicuted by syntactical connection Though the Nominal Affix (in 
‘ Vaegvadévi ’) does not express the fact ot the Vieredévus being the Deity 
of the particular Material (@mzksha@), yet it does express the fact of their 
being the Deity of some Material in general: while the word with the 
Dative „ending does uot express anything with regard to any material. 
either general or particular: and this makes a great difference between 
the two cases It has been argued above that the material in general 
expressed by the Nominal Affix in ‘ Vaierudéct’? could also pertam to the 
vaguna «which would thus come to have the Vigeedérus for its Deity) 
But this is scaicely correct: because in the word ‘ vadevadéei’ we find 
a feminine ending, which, though appearing in connection with the 
geueric term, yet distinctly points to the fact that the material meant 
must be that which is mentionea by = mnt se the faminina andar that 
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may be found in close proximity with the former word ; and none of these 
conditions (which are fulfilled by the @miksh@) are found to be fulfilled 
by the vājina, as it is neither mentioned by a word inthe feminine gender, 
nor is it in close proximity with the word ‘ vazevadéct’ ; and as such this 
latter is not accepted as the material in connection with the Vigve- 
dévas. 

(2) The relationship of the vajina with the Vajens is not mentioned in 
the form ‘vagibhyo vajinam kuryat’; and hence for the mention of that 
relationship, we must supply some word expressive of ‘giving’ and the 
like As for the word ‘kurya@é’ (denoting performability), this has got 
to be supplied even in the sentence dealing with the G@mzksha, cither from 
above, or out of the final sentence laying down the actual performance of 
the Action in question , and as such the question of the expression of this 
performahlitv has not been urged against the opponent. In the sentence 
‘ väjibhyo vijinum, however, the said relationship is wholly uncognisable, 
until the root ‘dā’ (=to give) is supplied from above; though in the 
expression ‘vargvadévyfmiksha’ (we have the relationship directly 
expressed by the Nominal Affix, which leaves nothing that could have to 
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be supplied fiom above) And the reason for this 19 that ın all sentences, 
there aie only two ways in which the relationship of nouns 1% expressed, 
viz, ather by the mention of co-extenszvenes,, or by the word in the geminve 
case, and in the sentence ‘ vajzbhyak’ ete, we do not find either co-exten- 
arveness or the wemtive word , and as for the case-ending in ‘ vigebhyah,' 
if cannot (being a case-ending; be related to any word other than the 
verb, and we do not hnd any verb mentioned, hence it becomes neces- 
sary to supply the verb from above, this 1s one ground for the aforesaid 
remoteness “And the other hes in the extremely complicated nature of 
the connection among the three words (‘vigibhyah,’ ‘vdgimam’ and 
‘dadyat’) 

It may be argued that—‘‘ in the case of the sentence ‘ vaigvadévi’ ete 
also there 15 an equal necessity for supplying the verb ‘sacrifice’ Butthe 
two cases are not parallel, because in the case of this latter sentence, the 
‘sacuifice’ is inferred afte. the relationship of the @miskh@ with the 
Vigvéderas has been fully cognised, and the cognition of the relation- 
ship does not dep: nd upon the verb ‘to sacrifice’ For you, on the other 
hand, the mere tact of bingimg about the ownership of another person 
(which is wnphed by the Dative ending) being impossible (without the 
mention of the ‘sacmhce’), the ‘sacrifice,’ would be necessary for the 
bringing about of a cogent relationship among the factors expressed (by 
the word ), and hence, from the very beyinning, 1t would be necessary to 
assume the verb ‘to give,’ tor the sake of the establishment of the syntac- 
tical connection between the word denoting the Material and that denot- 
ing the Deity 

Tt is only when this verb ‘to give’ has been supplied, that the nouns, 
previously disjomted, become joined m a common bond of relationship , 
and thus both these words, havme the same purpose, come to restrict 
each other, and this process 1s very complicated In the case ot the 
sentence ‘Vuigradévyamihsiad ’ on the other hand, there are no such 
complications, and the process 18 very much simpler 

(3) Though the Vän and the vajima are directly ielated to each 
other, yet (none of heir terminations being such as to express a co- 
extensiveness between them), there is a distinc t remoteness between them 
Tn the case of the sentence ‘ Vargvadévyami\sha’ on the other hand, there 
is a distinct co-extensiveness (expressed by the common Nominative 
ending), and hence we have a proximity between them, as we shall 
explain, later on, how ‘the words having the same endings are more cap- 
able than those with different endings’ 

(4) Forther, all that the Dative in SvAgbhyahk’ could do would be 
to denote the fact of the Vägin» being Reesprents, and ıt is only by a fai- 
fetched process that the Fän» can be indicated as the Deities related to the 
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vdjina, Because the Dative is not, like the particular Nominal Affix, laid 
down by grammarians as denoting the Deity; as all that it is said to 
express is the character of the Recipient; and certainly the ‘ Recipient ’ 
is not the same as the ‘Deity’ ; for in the sentence ‘he gives the gold to 
Atréya,’ Atreyu cannot be taken as a Deity. If the Deity were the 
(same as the) Recipient, then there would be no difference between 
giving and sacrificing. Then again, that object which operates towards 
the accepting of a gift, is called the ‘Recipient’; while we do not find the 
Deity operating towards any such accepting ; therefore al that we can 
have the Dative do is to indirectly indicate the Deity as one with reference 
to whom the gift would be made, which is something that comes before 
the Recipient; or, it may be taken as indicating the ownership that follows 
after the possession of another persou (the Recipient) has been brought 
about ; because the character of the Deity is known to be identical with 
such ownership. Even if the character of the Deity be held to be that 
of the Recipient in the shape of one not denying the gift, this would 
entail the indication of a character not compatible with the general 
character (of the Deity); and this would be a very far-fetched and eom- 
plicated process 

(5) There is yet another cause of remoteness, ın the shape of the 
doubtful nature of the word ‘ vajibhyahk, which can be taken both in 
the Dative and the Ablative ; whereas in the case of the Nominal Affix, 
there being no such doubt, the intellect has not got to be over-strained. 
That is to say, when we come across the word ‘vajibhyak, until we have 
set aside (on certain grounds) its ablative character, and decided to take 
it as the Dative, the mind is in the tossing state of uncertainty. The 
opponent argues that—“ the signification of the Nominal Affix (in ‘ vafgva- 
devi’) is also doubtful, inasmuch as there are many meanings of that 
Affix, in the shape of the Patronymic and the :est.” But this argument 
is not quite relevant, or on the same lines as ours; because what we have 
urged was the verbal doubt (in connection with the word ‘ vasibhyak ’) ; 
while you have brought forward a doubt with regard to the meaning; for 
in all cases, whatever the meaning, the word “ vaipvadavi” can not lose 
its character of ending in a Nominal Afis; and as for the meaning, we 
settle uns« its denoting a Deity, because we find none of the other signi- 
fications of the Affix compatible with the sentence. For you, on the 
other hand, even when (after a long cogitation) the word ‘ vdjzbhyak’ has 
come to be ascertained to be in the Dative, inasmuch as there are many 
meanings of the Dative, there always remains a déubt as to whether the 
Dative in question is an Upapada-vibhakté or a Karaka-vibhakti ; and thus 
also the latter being accompanied by a double doubt, this is certainls 
more far-fetched than the former. Specially as the doubt with regard; 
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to the meanıng, being common to both of us, cannot be ui ged against any 
one of us only, while as for the doubt with regard to the word itself, 
it occnis ın you: case only, and not im mune, and as such can very well 
be brought forward against you 

(6) Then again, the @mzksha ıs related to the sacrifice (to the Vicve- 
devas), which ıs poimted out (as implhed) in the same sentence where ıt 
is itself mentioned , whereas the vajima 18, according to you, related to 
the sacrifice (the same as the above) which 1s pointed ont in another 
sentence. And there can be doubt as to the greater authoritativeness of 
that mateial which is mentioned ın the same sentence along with the 
sacrafice at which ıt 1s employed 

(7) Nor 1s ıt possible for the second sentence to diaw out the 
‘sacrifice’ only from the forme: sentence, and then to lay down another 
material (the va@jimu} ın connection with it, because the impropriety of 
this has been shown unde: the Adhtharanas dealing with ‘Citra’ and 
‘ Vargvadéva’ (Pada IV, Adhyäya I) 

(8) Then again, in accordance with the rule laid down under the 
Adhikarana on ‘Varevadéva,’ the sentence mentionmg the väzına would 
stand in need of the further help of the Oontext Because the relationship 
of the Deity and the Material (spoken of ın the sentence ‘ vadjrbhyo vayz- 
nam’) only stands in need of some sort of a sacrafice, and that this sacr- 
fice 18 the same as that at which the previously mentioned G@meksha has 
been employed, could only be ascertaimed by means of the Context That 
is to say, the vāzina, not being capable of being related to the Deity ‘ Vajuns’ 
without a ‘sacnfice,’ stands ın need of some sort of this latter, and 
then the conclusion, that the vājna also ıs a part of (1e, 18 to be 
employed at) the same sacrifice as that at which the @muksha@ 1s used, can 
be got at by means of the Context alone. Thus, then, even though it be 
by Syntactical Connection alone that the Viçvedëvas are pomted out as 
the Deity for the offering of the amzksha, yet we find that the dmiksha 
is mentioned imdependently of anything else, and imasmuch as the 
vfgina could be taken as forming part of the same sacrifice, by means 
of a Syntactical Connection that depends (for such signification) upon 
the Context,—the employing of the @miksha 1s found to be dis- 
tinctly more authoritative than that of the vajina , and this makes a 
great difference between the two theories If then, the vijina be con- 
nected with a sacrifice, independently of the Context, there being no other 
known sacrifice cogmsed along with ıt, we would come to conclude that 
it belongs to an independent sacrifice by itself, but in this, the vagina 
being separated from the Vasgvadéva sacrifice, you would be land- 
ing upon the Seddhinta standpomt. And we have already explained 
above, in connection with the word ‘ägneya, that in the case of all such 
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sentences as do not directly mention the action of the human agent, until 
some sort of a ‘sacrifice’ has been inferred in connection with them, they 
do not stand in need of the help of any other sentence. (And in the case 
of the sentence ‘ Vajebhyo vajinam ’ when the sacrifice has been inferred, 
or implied, within itself by the relationship between the Vajins and the 
vagina, this relationship becomes duly established; and as such the sen- 
tence could have no need of any other sentence of the Context such as 
‘ Vaigvadévyamiksha@’; and consequently there would be nothing to show 
that the sacrifice spoken of in this latter sentence is the same at which 
the aforesaid ‘ viijzna’ would be employed.) 

(9) In the case of the sentence ‘ vaigvadévi,’ etc., the ‘ Vigvedévas ’ 
as connected with the Amiksh& are expressed by means of the fully 
recognised signification of the word ‘vigvedéva’ usa whole (contained 
in the word ‘vaigvadévt’); while with the vajina ; mentioned in the other 
sentence) they could be connected only by means of the far-fetched signi- 
fication of the broken-up constituent parts of the word ‘ vajibhyak.’ 
That is to say, the Vi¢vedevas could be spoken of as ‘vajins’ only by 
taking this latter word in the sense afforded by its component parts 
And as such a signification of the word could be got at by joining to- 
gether the sense afforded by the two parts of the word (vāja+ in); and 
this would be exactly like the meaning of a sentence which is got at by 
joining together the meanings of its constituent words; and as such it 
could not but be very much weaker in authority than the well-: ecognised 
meaning of a word as a whole, which is always obtained by a mere men- 
tion of the word; and for this reason too the connection of the Vdyina 
with the Vatgvadéva sacrifice is very much weaker than that of the 
amiukshé. 

(10) The word ‘ vajin’ as a whole is actually found to have such well- 
known significations as the ‘horse’ and the like; and hence to take 
it as signifying the Vigvedévas would entail much needless trouble. 
Because, as for the character of the Deity, it must always be taken in 
precisely the same form as that mentioned by the word, no attention be- 
ing paid to the capability or incapability of that which isso mentioned : 
and'that character does not depend upon the generic class ‘ Dévatatva’ ; 
and hence too the word ‘ vayin’ could not (by the mere generic character 
of ‘ Dévatitva’) be taken as referring to the Vigvedévas. ‘Thus then 
the word ‘vdjtbhyak’ would directly denote the fact of the Horses béing 
the Deity ; and hence to take it as referring to the Vigvedévas would 
necessitate, without sufficient cause, the taking of that word in the 
much less authoritative sense afforded by its constituent parts; and this 
maker another great difference between the two theories. 

(11) Even when the word ‘ vayin’ is taken in the sense afforded by 
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be qualified by the Result therem mentioned The assertion—na hisha 
sambandhat—means that the kësh has no connection with the form of the 
result 

And then, masmuch as the position of the Pérvapaksha based upon 
the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the collective Injunction relating to the sacrifice ın question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“Tf every one of the nmdhanas were restricted with reference to the 
“ Saubhara as engaged ın fulfilling 1ts own function,—then, inasmuch 
“as the Injonction of the #ish and the rest would be established by the 
“ very fact of these being brought forward by the collective Injunction of 
“ the sacrifice im question, there would be no use of another Injunction of 
“ them (in the sentence in question), No such collective Injunction, how- 
“ever, is capable of expressing the independent relationship of the hish 
“with the particular Result , and as such, in giving expression to this rela- 
“tionship, the sentence would be serving a distinctly useful purpose. 

“ And further, the word ‘ urshtizkdmaya’ havimg directly mentioned 
“the human agent concerned,—it ıs only natural that when this agent 
“comes to look for the means of accomplishing that Result, this want 1s 
“supphed by the mention of ‘hish’, ete Otherwise (if the result be- 
“longed to the Saubhara, then) this Saubhara could be mentioned as the 
“means sought after, only through indirect Indication, based upon the 
“fact of its occurring mm the same context and being capable of bringing 
“ about the Result in question, And certamly there can beno ground for 
“having recourse to such an indirect Indication (so long as the want 1s 
“ found to be supphed by means of direct Assertion). 

“ This representation of the Pirvapaksha appears to have been intended 
“by the Bhāshya, as is shown by the sentence—tathigrutiulakshand vishayé 
“ca,” 


SIDDHANTA (B) 


The S:ddhanta, ın that case, would be represented as follows — 

The previous sentence having spoken of a certain Result as following 
from the Saubhara as a whole, what the sentence in question does 18 to 
restrict the particular nzdhanas of the Saubhara with reference to each 
one of the results mentioned (and thus the mention of the results m the 
previous latter sentence 1s a reference to the very same results mentioned 
in the sentence) 

That is to say, masmuch as the results mentioned in the sentence 
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only. But we have such a reason, as shown under the Sūtra ‘ mukhy- 
añcāpūrvacodanāt lokavat’ (XII—ii—23). Therefore there is no ground 
for taking the Vegvedévas (as referred to by the word ‘ vajibhyak’). 

(12) It is only when the Deity stands in need of some fact for 
making its mention explicable, that it becomes conneeted with a Mate- 
rial; and in the sentence in question, inasmuch as, in accordance with your 
theory, the Deity mentioned by the word ‘ va7/bhyah’ has its Material 
already supplied (in the shape of the ‘vāja ’),—and as such it is actually 
cognised as having all its wants duly supplied by the same word,—it cannot 
be taken along with any other Material (in the shape of the v@y2na, whose 
connection would be based upon syntactical connection). Aud as such 
there is a deal of difference between the authoritativeness of the two 
theories. 

(13) And further, it is always by means of Direct Assertion that the 
Deity becomes connected with its sacrifice; and m the case ım question 
we find that the direct mention of the Vigvedéens in the word ‘ Vayun’ is 
hardly possible. It in connection with the offering o! the vāyina also, the 
V .gvedévas themselves be accepted as the Deity, then, in all places where 
the sacrifices are recapitulated, it would le necessary to pronounce the 
word ‘ Vicvedéva.’ Butin ihe case in question we find that this word is 
not mentioned in the sentence that serves as the Injunction of the Vayina 
offering (i e., the sentence ‘ vayibhyo vazinam, which uses the word ‘ vigix ' 
and not ‘ Vegvédéva’); and as such a direct mention of the Vier. déres in 
this connection is hard to bo got at; as the ouly way it could be got at 
would be in the following manxuer: (1) the word ‘ vd7/’ has a literal 
signification, (2) as the sentence in which that occurs does not mew- 
tion the sacrificial detail (in the shape of the Deity), the word indicates 
(indirectly) the word ‘ Vigvedéva’ ; and (3) then tiis latter word comes 
to be laid down as the one which is to be uttered at the time of the 
offering of the Vajina. This would be a highly complicated process. 
Then, too, if the denotation of the word ‘ vijin’ were to indicate a word, 
this latter could be in the forms ‘ sarvé-dévih,’ ‘ nisgésha-dévatih, and 
so forth, all of which are synonymous; and as such it would be extremely 
difficult to get at the precise form ‘Vievédévu.’ And when some other 
word (‘sarvé-dévah’) is pronounced, it cannot point to the fact of the 
particular Deity of the Vigvedévas being the Deities concerned; as we 
shall show later on, in Adhyaya X, that the Deity of an Action is always 
recognised precisely in the same form as it is mentioned in the Injunction 
(X—iv—23). In the sentence ‘ vajzbhyah,’ etc., we find that the human 
agent is urged to the offering of the material to the Deity mentioned by 
the particular word ‘vdjin’ ; and as such, at the time of the actual offer- 
ing, the Deity shonli be n emtioned by pronouncing the precise word 


750 TANTRA-VARTIKA ADH II—PĀDA II—aDHI (9) 


‘vajin’ (and not any of its synonyms) Thus then, even if ıt be granted 
that the same Deity of the Vgvedévas ıs mentioned by means of the 
word ‘vāpn’ (in connection with the offering of the vajina), and by the 
word ‘ Vagvédéva ’ (ın connection with that of the @mzksha)— yet, ın ac- 
cordance with the law laid down above in connection with the words 
‘Indra’ and ‘Mahéndra’ (mde Sitas [I—1—15-16),—inasmuch as the 
Deities ın question are mentioned by two distinct words,—they must be 
regarded as wholly distinct, and consequently the second sentence must 
be taken as mentioning a quite different relationship of Deity and Mate- 
rial, and then, inasmuch as 1t is not allowable for many accessories (ın 
the shape of the Material ‘ vãjina ’ and the Deity ‘Vajin ’) to be laid down 
in regard to a sacrifice that has been previously enjomed (e, the 
Vazgvedéva sacrifice), we come to the conclusion that in the case m ques- 
tion the meniion of the accessory ( ‘ vajanam’) serves to distinguish this 
latter Action from that which 1s laid down by the former sentence 


Sutra (24). When, however, the word mentioning the pre- 
vious Action is not accompanied by the mention of any Ac- 
cessory. (the mention of an accessory im another sentence 
does not make it the injunction of another Action). 


This Sétra mentions a counter-instance to the foregomg The sense 
of ıt ıs that when a eertain Action has not got any defimte Accessory 
laid down by 1ts original Injunction, if another sentence 1s found men- 
tioning an Accessory, this latter sentence can be taken as laying down 
the Accessory for the same sacrifice that has been laid down by the 
previous sentence , and hence ın such cases, the mention of the Accessory 
does not serve to distinguish the Action (from the previous one) 


ADHIKARANA (10). 


[Sutru 24 has been taken by the Bhashya as forming a distinct 
Adhikarana—the tenth—by itself. Its sense is explained as that when 
no other material is mentioned in the second sentence, the Actions 
spoken of in the two sentences must be accepted as being one and the 
same. | 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


(The mention of certain matertals—dadht, etc.—is with a view to distinct 
results.) 


Sitra (25): “Because of the mention of a distinct Result, 
“there would be a distinct Action (laid down by the sentence); 


“ specially as the Result is always connected with a definite 
“ Action.” 


Tn continuation of the sentence ‘agnihotram juhoti,’ we find the 
sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat’; and this gives rise to the 
following doubt: Does this second sentence lay down an Action different 
from that laid down by the former sentence? or does it only serve to 
mention a distinct result as following from the offering of a particular 
material at that same sacrifice P 

Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: (1) If the 
original Injunction of the Action contain the mention of no accessory, the 
accessory mentioned in a subsequent passage pertains to the Action laid 
down by that injunction; (2) if the original Injunction contain the 
mention of an accessory, there being no possibility of the connection of 
more than one enjoined accessory, the mention of another accessory per- 
tains to another Action. In the casein question, we find that the sentence 
laying down the original Action—‘ ugnihotram juhoti ’—does not mention 
an accessory; and the other sentence cited mentions more than one 
accessory (viz., the Material ‘dadhi’ and the Result ‘acquiring of sense- 
efficiency °) ; and there arises a doubt as to the likelihood or otherwise of 
these latter appertaining to the former Action. 

For the purpose of settling this doubt, we have got to settle 
at first the question as to whether the Resnlt mentioned in the second 
sentence follows from the Homa, or from the particular Material 
Dadhi. 

Question: “How is it that the Bhashyn has totally neglected the 
“ sentence ‘ godohanBna papukimasya pranayet,’ which had been cited in 
“connection with the present Adhikarana by the author of the 
“Fritti?” 

Reply: The only reason is that the sentence in question is of no use 
in showing whether the two Actions are identical or different. If the 
question at issue were as to whether the particular Action serves simply to 
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help the completion of the sacrifice, or it accomplishes something that is 
desirable for the agent, then, in that case, there would be a difference 
between the case of the sentence cited by us and that cited by the Vrtti; 
as however at present we are dealing witli the question of the diversity 
or identity of Actions, it is necessary that the sentence cited should be one 
that would help in a satisfactory conclusion being arrived at, ın connection 
with the question at issue. The “bringing in” (pranayuna), spoken of 
in the sentence cited by the Priti, being of the nature of carrying a 
certain thing from one place to another, is not affected one way or the 
other by the diversity or ide.tity of the Actions concerned ; as whetlier 
the Result follows from the ‘ milking vessel,’ or from the ‘ bringing in by 
means of that vessel,’ in any case, the performance of the main 
Action would be exactly the same. In the case of the sentence cited by 
us, on the other hand, if the Result followed from the mateiial (Dadhi), 
then Dadhe would be the material that should be offered in the morning 
and evening Libations (of the Aymzhotra) ; whereas if it followed from 
the Homa, then this Homa of the Dadhz, having no fixed time for its per- 
formance, would be wholly different from the Agnihotra-Homas, the time 
for which is fixed; and thus having the character of an independent 
Action by itself, like the Darvi-homa, it would be performed only once, 
and independently (of the Agnihotra); and thus in this case a great 
diffe:ence is made in the case by the Action being different. 

Objection: “ Even if the Result followed from the Homa, in accordance 
“ with the law ‘ Sannidhou tuuvibhadyat > (II—iii —26), the Action laid down 
© would be the same, just as the actions laid down in the sentences 
“ Syavagjivamuynehotram juhuyat’ and ‘agnihotram juhuyāt svargakaimak ’ 
“are the same as the original Agnihotiu.” 

Reply: It is not so; because as a rule, if the Action subsequently 
mentioned be recognised as not being different from the one mentioned 
previously, then the Actions are taken to be the same; otherwise they are 
concluded to be different. When an Action is lad down with reference 
to ace:tain Result, and in connection with a certain occasion, ete , it could 
not be connected with these latter, unless it had been previously enjoined ; 
and hence it proceeds indirectly to acquire the character of the originative 
Injunction. Thus, then, if in the sentence mentioning the Result, the 
original form of the previous Action put forward by the more authori- 
tative proximity of the mental image partake of the form of that 
Actiou, then, in that case, on account of the mcompatibility of the 
independent originative potency (of the sentence mentioning the Result), 
it is concluded, on the strength of recognition, that the Action mentioned 
in this sentence is the same as that mentioned in the previous sentence. 
If, however, we happen to perceive the slightest difference in the 
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subsequent Action from the one previously mentioned, then there 1s 
no idea of the two bemg the.same, and hence, in this case, the sub- 
sequent sentence becomes an origimative Injunction by itself, and not 
having its mjunective potency set aside by another Injunction capable of 
laying down exactly the same Action , though apparently pointing to some- 
thing else (2e, the material dadhi), yet as this somethmg 1s mentioned 
with reference to that (2e. the Result) which by itself cannot be taken 
up for performance, it serves to distinguish this Action from the one previ- 
ously laid down 

Thus it ıs that ın the case of the sentence ‘dadhnénd).yukdmasya 
jguhuyat,’ masmuch as the Action of the Homa qualified by Dadhı 1s mev- 
tioned with reference to the acquirement of sense-efficency, the idea, 
brought about by the sentence, of the said qualified Homa, 1s not set 
aside by another sentence putting forth the origmation of that same 
Action Because the Homa mentioned in the previous sentence (‘Agn- 
hotram guhuyft’) ıs pure and simple, while that which 1s mentioned in 
the sentence ın question 1s qualified by the Dadhz , and as such this latter 
is cognised as different from the former That is to say, the Action 
originally laid down in the sentence ‘aygnihotram guho’ 13 Homa puie 
and simple, while that ın the sentence 1s one qualified by Dadhz, and 
hence we do not have, im this case, the “ non-difference ” spoken of above 
as the only giound for identity , and consequently the Action 1s con- 
cluded to be different from the previous one 

Objectzon “The Homa qualified by Dadhı ıs also found to be previ- 
“ ously laid down by the sentence ‘dadhn@ guhotz’ (found in connection 
“with the Agnihotra) , (and as such the sentence ‘ dadhnénd, cyakGmasya 
“ ouhuyat’ cannot be taken as laying down an Action never mentioned 
‘ before) ”’ 

Reply Not so, because the sentence ‘dadhn& juhot’ 13 not the 
o1iginative Injunction of any Action , because the Action, for which this 
sentence lays down an accessory material, has heen ozigmally laid down 
by the sentence ‘agnihotram juhote’ where it is not qualified by the 
Dadha , while the sentence wherein 16 1s qualified by Dadhı (1e, im the 
sentence ‘ dadhnā guhote’) 18 not its origmative Injunction, as has been 
fully established under the Siira “tatsannıdhërgunā thena punahgr utih”’ 
(II-n-16) When the origmative potency of the sentence mentioning 
the Result 1s set aside by another o1iginative Injunction, then alone is 
the possibility of the Action mentioned by the former being different from 
that which 1s laid down by the latter set aside by the said oniginative 
Injunction , and this can never be done by a sentence which (lke the 
sentence ‘dadhn& jukot.’) only lays down an accessory detail (for the 
previously mentioned saciifice} , because such a sentence never Reves 
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as an originative Injunction. And the sentences in the Context 
that lay down such accessory details as the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, etc., are all related to the originative Injunction of the 
Context, and not among themselves. Because all these accessory details 
stand in need of the original mention of an Action ; and because this ori- 
ginal mention is found in close proximity to those sentences ; while as for 
the details themselves, inasmuch as they are not related to one another, 
they would be removed from one another (by the originative Injunction). 
That is to say, inasmuch as an Action not originally laid down cannot be 
connected with any accessory details, all these details stand in need of 
the original Injunction of the Action; and there is no ground for any 
mutual relationship among the Details themselves. As for the origina- 
tive Injunction, inasmuch as it pervades through all the sentences laying 
down the accessories in connection with the Action enjoined by that In- 
junction, itis not interrupted by any foreign factor, in its relationship with 
each one of the details. As for the Accessory details on the other hand, 
inasmuch as they are ‘pardrtha’ (for the sake of something else, vide 
Sutra III —i—22), they are not related to one another; and consequent- 
ly when they happen to be interrupted by even a single unconnected 
element, none of them can be taken along with another. And for this 
reason, the sentence ‘ dadhnā juhoti’ does not present itself in connection 
with the sentence ‘dadhnéndriyakiimasya juhuyat.’ This will be further 
explained under the Adhikarana “ éhasya tubhayatv® sanyogaprthaktoam ” 
(IV-—iii—5). 

The following might be urged here: “ The same originative 
“ Injunction (‘ agnihotram juhoti’) as qualified by the Dadh¢ mentioned 
“ in another sentence (‘ Dadhnā juhoti’), might present itself in connec- 
“ tion with the sentence ‘ Dadhnéndriyakdmasya juhuyGt,’ and set aside 
‘‘ the idea of the diversity of Actions.” 

But this would be scarcely possible; as, in that case, just as that 
Action (Agnthotra) is qualified by the Dadht mentioned by another 
sentence, so in the same manner is it also qualified by many such 
materials as ‘tandula,’ ‘payah’ and the like, also mentioned by other 
sentences (‘tandulairjuhoti,’ payasa juhott, etc.) occurring in the same 
Context ; and hence the Action could not be of one form (if in the Injune- 
tion itself any signification were attached to the mention of accessories in 
other sentences), That is to say, in the originative Injunction (‘ Agni- 
hotram juhoti’) the Action is found to be pure and simple; and hence 
this cannot be recognised as the same (as that mentioned in the sentence 
‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya juhuyat’). If it be held that the original Injunc- 
tion is taken as qualified by the sentences laying down the accessory 
details, occurring in the same Context (f.t., the sentences ‘ dadhna juhoti’ 
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etc ),-—then, too, inasmuch as, in that case, the Action would be cogmised 
as qualified, hot by a single material, Dadhı, but by many such materials, 
as the fandula and the rest, the Action mentioned by the sentence 
‘ dadhnéndriyakimasya guhuydt’ cannot be 1ecounised as the same as that 
mentioned by the sentence ‘agnzhotiam guloti’ qualified by that subsi- 
diary sentence alone which mentions the dadh: (2e, ‘dadhna guhotr ’) 

Objection ‘ Inasmuch as the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya 
“ guhuyat’ requires the mention of the (dade alone, even though there 
“ may be many such materials as the tandu/a and the rest, ın connection 
“with the original Action of the <Aynihotra, yet they are rejected as 
“being not required, and as such as good as non-existing , and conse- 
“ quently the dadhi alone of the previous Action 1s tiken up when the 
‘‘ same Action comes to be mentioned by the sentence in question.” 

Reply In that case it will come to this, that the sentence ‘ dadhna 
guhote’ would be the o1iginative Injunction (connected with the sentence 
‘dadhnénidiiyakimasya juhuyat,’ which thus would have no connection 
with the sentence ‘agnhot äm guhot:’), and this contingency we have 
already rejected above. 

Further, m connection with the Agnzhotia, dadhi is only one of ten 
alternative materials, while in the case of the sacrifice performed for 
acquiring sense-efficiency, 1t 18 the only one material to be employed. In 
the orginal Agnihotra, 1f all the ten materials, dadhz and the rest, were 
offered conjoimtly, then ıt might be admitted that the same variegated 
Action has been mentioned ın the sentence in question, though only by 
the mention of only one constituent of its mixed material. As a matter 
of fact, however, the dadhe and the rest are optional alternatives, and 
hence the chance of any one of them being employed in the Agnzhotra 18 
as one to ten Consequently even if the sentence in question were to refer 
back to the sentence ‘dadhn@ juhot.,’ this latter sentence would point 
only to the dadh that is one among the ten alternatives But the dadhi 
spoken of in connection with the acquiring of sense-efficiency 18 the only 
one all-important material , and as such the Actions cannot be recognised 
as identical (because the Action mentioned m the sentence ın question 
has for its material the all-emportant Dadhi, while that mentioned ın the 
previous sentence has ‘dadh.’” as only an alternative material), 

Nor can the sentence ın question be constrned as‘ yad dadhnā guhoh 
tad wndriyakdimasya’, because tlis would make the Result the object of 
the Injunction, which is absurd The real construction of the sentence 
is this ‘when one desires sense-efficiency he should offer the Homa of 
dadhi and dadh alone’ , and there is no doubt that no such Homa has 
been laid down anywhere else 

Objection “The form of the Homa alone would be recognised as 
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“ the same; and this recognitiou would establish the identity of the two 
“ Actions. As forthe non-recognition of the sameness of the materials, 
“that cannot be a ground for making the Actions different from one 
‘another. Hence it must be admitted that what the sentence in question 
“ does is to mention the same Action as the previous Agnihotra, with the 
“ additional mention of an accessory (Dadhi).” 

Reply : Tt is not so; because we have already shown above that with 
reference to an Action previously laid down, more than one accessory 
detail can never be laid down; and in accordance with what you say, 
the sentence in question would come tolay down more than the relation- 
ship (vzz., that of the Material ‘dadhi’ and the Result ‘ sense-efficiency °). 
And hence the sentence in question laying down the relationship of the 
dadhi and the Homa, and then again that of the Homa and the Result, 
there would be a syntactical split. And for this reason you must accept 
the sentence to be a qualified Injunction. And thus it must be admitted 
that this mentions a distinct Action (as such a qualified Action has never 
been found to have been laid down by any other sentence), 

Just as when the Action laid down being the Homa alone pure and 
simple, there is an indirect implication of that which employs various 
indefinite materials,-and then the special mention of the dadhi restricts 
the Injunction to one substance only,—so in the same manner, though the 
Homa mentioned by the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakGmasya, etc.’ may be 
assumed as employing ten alternative materials, laid down by ten in- 
junctive sentences independent of one another, yet the mention of 
‘dadind’ serves to specify the one material dadhi to be particularly 
employed, setting aside the tandula and the rest. But as this specifica- 
tion of the Action with the single material is not mentioned by any other 
sentence except the one in question (‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya, etc.’), the 
particular result (‘sense-efficiency’) cannot but be taken as following 
from the Homa itself; and as such the Homa mentioned by the sentence 
in question must be wholly different from that laid down by the previous 
sentence (‘ aynzhotram juhoti ’). ) 

BEE EEEE 


Thus then there being every reason for a doubt in connection with 
the sentences in question, we proceed at first to deal with the follow- 
ing 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Though in the case in question, the previous sentence (‘ agnihotram 
“ juhoti’), mentioning the Action, does not make any mention of the 
“ material, yet the sentence in question (‘ dadhnéndriyakfimasya juhuyat*) 
“lays down a distinct Action ; because this latter contains, t.e., distinctly 
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“ mentions, a Result (‘ sense-efficiency’), and 1 1s only from an Action 
“ that a Result can follow 

«The whole of the Bhdvdrthidhzkas ana (II——l-4) serves as the 
‘“ mesent Piavapaksha. Because the conclusion therein arrived at was. 
“that ıt is only Verbs, and not Nouns or Adjectives (laying down the 
“ material or othe: accessory details), that are connected with the word 
“sneaking of the Result, and hence inasmuch as the Result 18 always 
“connected with an Action, when there 1s a distinct Result mentioned, 
“ the sentence in question must be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“and not as only poimting out another material (dadhz) for the previ- 
“ ously-mentioned Action (Agnthotra) 

“ Because the Materzal having been already mentioned once, the same 
‘ cannot be enjoined over agam, and if you hold the sentence to lay 
“down a material that has not been already laid down, then the men- 
“ tion of the Result would be altogether supe:fluous (as no Result can 
“ cver follow from the materal, dudhz) That ıs to say, ın a case where 
“ the word speaking of the Action does not speak of a Material, we can 
‘ take another sentence as laying down that matenal, only if either 
“that material does not happen to have heen laid down already by 
“a previous sentence, or if the sentence im question ıs not found 
“ capable of asserting anything more than what has already been men- 
“ tioned In the case ın question, however, we find none of these condi- 
“ tons present, as the material dadh, has been previously laid down 
“ by another sentence (‘dadhnf@ guhotr’), and the sentence ın question 
“ mentions a Result (‘ sense-efficiency’) over and above what has been 
“ spoken of before. It1s with a view to all this that the Bhashya has 
“summed up the Pirvapaksha ın the words: we find a distinct result 
“ mentioned in the sentence in question, and a (distinct) Result can, rightly 
“ peaking, follow from a (distinct) Action only 


[The Va tzka now proceeds to explain the words of the Pi: vapaksha 
Bhashya | 

In the Bhashya here we meet with the words kin drshtam hi karmanak 
phalam ‘This sentence appears to he capable of a double mterpreta- 
tion (l) The subsequent sentence ‘née brūmah, no hyetaddrshténa- 
néna siddhyats’ embodying a sort of a disavowal of the Pirvapaksha, and as 
such affordmg a glimpse of the final Siddhanta, the question ends 
with ‘kim’, the meaning being how (2s wt that rightly speaking the Result 
follows from an Action) ?’— and the reply to this ıs drshtam hi karmanah 
phalam—because we actually see the Result following from the Action And 
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then we have the retort, ‘nétz brimah, etc. And in this way various 
questionings and answerings go on up to the sentence ‘ tasmannatvan- 
jaityakeshvétad bhavati’ (Bhashya, p. 159, 1. 20). 

In accordance with this interpretation, the sole question—‘ How is 
it that mghtly speaking the Result follows from the Action ? ’—would 
emanate from the Siddhantin. And as this appears to be wholly uncon- 
nected (or irrelevant) immediately after the Purvapakshin has summed up 
his own declarations, we must interpret the sentence in the following 
manner :— 

(2) The Pirvapakshin having declared ‘taca karmano ny@yyam,’ the 
Siddhantin, with a view to avoid the meaninglessness of the word 
‘dadhi’ in the sentence in question, finds the conclusion arrived at under 
the Bhavarthavhikarana (Il—i—1) to be incapable of applying to the 
case in question, and thereby finding the sentence in question wholly 
incapable of expressing (the connection between the previous Homa and 
the Result, ‘sense-efficiency ’), he puts the question: ‘Do you conclude 
that the particular Result mentioned follows from the Homa, on the basis of 
an Inference from the similar case of Feeld-cultwation, where the Result is 
actually found to follow from the Action ¥’ Though as a matter of fact, 
Dharma has been declared to be cognisable by means of Vedic Injunctions 
alone,—and it has been shown that Inference and the other means of 
knowledge do not appertain to such matters,—yet the operation of these 
means of knowledge has not been denied with regard to the considera- 
tion of the bearings of the Vedic texts; and as such there could be 
nothing objectionable in the introducing of an Inference, in connection 
with the consideration of the meaning of the Vedic sentence in ques- 
tion. 

In reply to the above question of the Siddhāntin, the Pirvapakshin 
having his mind imbued with the Bhavarthadhckarana retorts thus : 
“ Do not you taunt me with having been forced to bring forward an 
“ Inference, by the fact of the incapability of the words themselves, of 
“directly expressing what is held by us; because, as a matter of fact, 
“ when we have words directly supporting our view, it is not an Inference 
“that we put forward in the sentence ‘drshtam hi karmano nydyyam.’ 
‘ Specially as such an Inference from similar cases does not support 
‘ our standpoint; as such an Inference is beset with many such fallacies as 
“‘astddha’ (the probans being unknown or not universally accepted), 
“ ‘Anatkantika’ (doubtful character of the Premises), ‘ viruddha’ (premises 
“ proving the contrary conclusion), and so forth. 

“ For instance, if the inferential argument put forward be in the 
“ form—‘ the Homa brings the result, as it is actually seen to bring about 
“ the Result,’—then, inasmuch as the premises (bringing forward of the 
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“ Result) form part of the conclusion, 1t ıs wholly incapable of mght- 
“ ly leading to the said conclusion If again, the premses were in the 
“ form—* because the actions of Field-cultivation and the lke are found to 
“ bing about Results, *_-then in that case the premises would not speak 
‘of the Probans as having any connection with the Mino: Term (Homa) 
‘fand as such the conclusion would not be a legitimate one] 

“Tf it be urged that— even though the Probans is not connected 
‘with the Mmor Term, yet we could deduce the conclusion, sımply 
“ because we wish it to follow from the premises, —then, in that case, 
“ the premises could, equally legitimately, be taken as leading to the con- 
« lusion that the Result follows from the Material ( Dadhv) 

“Tt might be urged that--‘ we could deduce our conclusion from a 
“similarity with well-known cases (such as those of Field-cultivation and 
‘ the hke), which similaiity 15 found to exist between the Actions of 
u Oultevation and Homa, in the fact of both being acézons, and not between 
“ the Cultivation and the Materzul, because this latter is not an Action’ 
‘ But there ıs ce:tainly some sort of a similarity between Culé.vation 
“and the Material also, andif you deny this sumilarity, ın the case in 
“question, simply because of the neare: similarities of othe: things 
“ (with Culfvation),—then, inasmuch as there are things which have a 
« much closer similarity with Cultzvatzon, than the Homa has, we could, 
“on this very ground, set aside this similarity also, this 1s what 1s meant 
“ by the Bhdshya—the Homa 18 also dissimilar ,—that 1s to say, because ıt 
“ differs from Cultevation in 1ts Means, Form and Result ‘The sentence 
“of the Bhashya—‘utha kinc.t sdrgyam grhyaté taddravyasyāın sada- 
“ mtyam’—shows what we have just explained , that 1s to say, the Mate- 
“ ral also has some sort of a similarity with Cultivation, m that both are 
a ephemeral, are connected with substances and are effects 

“Tt mght be argued that - ‘there are otber things more similar to 
“ the Cultwat:on than the Material, and as s»emilarity 1s always compara- 
“tively relative, when we are looking for something very simular, that 
« which 1s only slizhtly similar 1s as good as not semilar at all , and hence 
~ when we are looking out for the common character of Action as mher- 
“ing in the Oultevateon and m Homa, the similarity of the transient 
“ character, etc , of the Material becomes far removed, and as such ıt 18 
“ taken as dusimilar ’ 

“ But in that case, imasmuch as we find many other Actions, such as 
“ Batung and the lıke, which have a still closer sumilanty with Cultrva- 
“ tion (than the Homa), as these Actions (lke Oultwation) bring about 
“ visible results (which the Homa does not do),—m view of this 
“much closer similarity between Hating and Oultwation, that between 
“ Oultwvation and the Homa may be rejected as being as good as non- 
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“existent. And as such, this similarity could not serve as the means of 
“ getting at the desired conclusion. 

“This has also been declared elsewhere, in the following words: 
“ Wedo not find any absolute similarity between Cultivation and the 
“ Homa; and as for the presence of a slight similarity, this is fonnd in 
“the Material also; and as such the fact cannot be ascertained (on the 
“ sole ground of similarity), 

“The Bhashya bas said—na cattat siddham, The sense of this is 
“ that, by the mere citing of an analogous instance, or by the inference of 
“ mere similarity, it is not right to conclude all the properties of one 
“ thing to belong to another, until we have actually found an invariable 
“ concomitance between the two factors. As otherwise, all things in the 
= world would become one and the same (as there is some sort of a simi- 
“larity among all things). And the Bhasbya has already said (under 
“ Sutra I—i—2) that, because Dévadatta is black, it does not necessarily 
“ follow that Yajfiadatta is also black. For though the Gavaya is simila: 
“ to the Cow, yet we do not find the presence of the Dewlap, etc., in the 
“ former; and though the subsidiary sacrifices are laid down as to be 
‘* similar to the Primary, there are certain elements of the latter—such 
“as the Result and the like—that are not found to be present in the 
“ former. 

“Says the Bhashya—When a certain thing has been found to be u cause, 
“ in connection with an already known object,—i.e., with that which is cited 
“as the Instance in connection with the Inference,—if the same thingy 
“ happens to be cognised as the cause, in connection with the subject of th: 
“ Inference, then, in that case, such a thing proves the conclusion. 

“ Some people take this declaration of the Bhashya to mean that m 
“all cases of Inference, it is only the Cause that can rightly point to thi 
“ effect (and vice versa). But this interpretation of the Bhāshya is no 
“ correct; because we actually find such properties as ‘ kriakatva’ (that 
“ of being a product) leading to the conclusion of ‘anityatva’ (imper- 
“ manence), in which case there is no relation of cause and effect And 
“even between the cause and the effect, the cause does not serve the 
“ purpose of pointing out a particular effect, in the same way as the effect 
‘ points to the cause; because there are many effects of a single cause; 
“and as such there is always a chance of mistake in the former case 
“ Therefore it must be admitted that what the Bhashya means is that. 
“in all cases of Inference, when a certain characteristic has been found 
“to be present in (7.e., concomitant with) a well-known object, and us 
“ such to indicate the existence of this latter, then such a characteristic 
“ (serving as the Probans of the Inference) comes to bê recognised as 
“serving the purposes of indicating (the existence of the subject of the 
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“Interence) This has been fully explained under the L&tradhku- 
runa (I, 1, 26—30 ) 

“This 1s what is made clearer by the Bhashya in the. sentence—// 
should be duly considered whether the similarity even though existing, does, 
or does not, ‘ead to the desired conclusion And if on this examiation, 
162193 found that the ssmi/urcy 15 such a cause, and as such pomts to the 
desired effect, then the form of the argument wonld be— In the 
sentence dadhnéndriya masya, ete, that which is the Action brings 
about the Result, because it is an Action, hke Cultivation,’ or that 
‘the Result mentioned is to be brought by an Action, because it is 1 
Result, hke the giowigy of corne ’ 

‘The Bhashya puts forth another syllogism - that which is un Acton 
has a distinct Result, ete Aud this serves to present a conntes-argument 
that makes the efficiency of the previous arguments doubttul Ag the 
Lhashya proceeds to explain that there are cases where, even atter the 
Action of Substances—that of the treads for instance—-has ceased, we 
fund catan distinct results im the shape of another substance —the doth 
—following (not trom the Acton but) trom the consmnction of thos 
‘ substances (the threads} The mention of the cessaf.ouw of Action ip 
meant to show that Results are brought abour even apart from 
Actions 

‘It inight be argued that— It may happen that im some cases the 
Result may be biought about by means of Actions’? And in reply to 
this the Bhashya has m heated a counter argument—that m the 
sentence ‘ dadhnéndaeyuh@nusya, ete’? the Dadhe brings about the Result 
because it 19 a substance, hke the aforesaid threads, or that sere- 
efcency 1s brought about by sulstances, beeanse it is a Result (or 
‘ effect) like the aforesaid (‘loth 

“Says the Bhashyu—the Cultaatian es not found to bieng fourth un im 
“perceptible Result This shows the coutradietory character of the 
inferential arguinent in question The sense 18 that i may Le that jour 
premiss based upon similarity (‘ because Homa is an action like Cubtora- 
toon’) proves the fact of the Action briaving about the Result, or that 
of the Result bemg brought about by the Action, but it would also 
prove the fact of the Hona bringing about a visible result, or a result 
in some such form as the growth of the corn and the like (and certamly 
“this would be far from desirable, «ven for vou} 

“ "Thus. then, inasmuch as wi have all these discrepancies cropping 
‘up, if we accept the aforesaid causal relation, ot does not follow that 
“ because a certain thing is scen m one case, 16 must be present 1 
** another place also 

“At tlus point of the ciseassion, the Seddhdutin night reto1t-— 
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“< When you yourself have set aside the inference that the Result follows 
“the Action, how is it that you hold to the position that rightly speaking, 
“ the Result follows from the Homa ? ’ 

[This retort, as put in the Bhashya, may be taken as extending as 
“far as ‘diz’. 

‘‘ But we have the following rejoinder ready: That the Result fol- 
“ lows from the Homa is coguised directly from the words themselves (of 
“ the sentence in qnestion); as has already been shown in detail under 
“the Bhavarthadhikarana (II—i—1). Therefore we conclude that the only 
“ rightful conclusion is that the Result follows from the Homa. 

“The Bhashya adds—and it is not right to say that the Result follows 
“from the Material Dudhi; and the purpose of this apparently useless 
“ repetition of a fact already implied in the previous sentence is simply 
“to show that the two theories are not equally authoritative; as the 
“ previous sentence might leave an impression that both might be right- 
“ ful conclusions, 

“ And further, the Dadh is not capable of doing both (2.e., the accom- 
“plishing of the Homa and the bringing about of sense-efficienry) 
“ Because the Dadhy has no instrumentality of its own (towards the bring- 
“ing about of the Result), apart from an Action; and as such, it could 
“not, by itself, be connected with any Result. Consequently then (if 
“the Dadh had such an instrumentality) it would be necessary to dis- 
“ tinctly lay ıt down as accomplishing both (the Homa and the Result), 
“ but no such laying down is possible. 

“It might be urged that a double purpose could be served by the 
“ Padhi (without two distinct Injunctions) ; just as we find that the act of 
“ washing the blanket with the feet serves the double purpose of wash- 
“ ing the blanket and cleansing the feet ; this argument may be taken as 
“urged, either with a view to show the fact of the connection of an 
“© {ection being only something by the way (and very immaterial), or to 
“set aside the fact of the incapability of substances (to bring about. 
“ double results}; because the opponent’s assertion that the Dudhi is not 
“ capable of doing voth—is found to distinctly speak of the tncapability 
“of a substance, Dudht). 

“The reply to this is that we do not mean to say that a single 
“ substance cannot serve two purposes. That is to say, we do not mean 
“to deny the capability of Substances; all that we mean is that even 
“ though the Substance (Dadhz) were capable (of serving two purposes), 
“ it could not be utilised as such, in performance, unless it had been dis- 
“ tinctly enjoined (as to be so utilised}; and consequently, it would 
“ become necessary for you to take the sentence in question as laying 
“ own the Dadhi, both for the fulfilment of the Homa and for the accom- 
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“ plishment of the Result—*‘sense-efficiency > But this would not be 
“ possible, as such a procedure would entail a syntactical split 

“Then again, ın all cases, we find that 161s only when the factor (of 
“ the root-meaning), which 1s more proximate (to the Injunctive word), 
“18 not capable of bemg taken as the object of Injunction, that we accept 
“ the remoter factor (of the material) to be its object In the case in ques- 
“ tion, we find that the connection of the Dadhi with the Homa 1s very 
“ much more proximate than that of the Dadha with the Result, and as 
“ gach if both these connections were laid down simultaneously, we would 
“ have to accept, at one and the same time, both the probable and the 
“ ımprobable And hence when ıt becomes necessary to give up one of 
“ the two, there remains no chance for your theory (because that would 
“ mean the acceptance of the Remoter, and the rejection of the Nearer, 
“ factor), and hence, on account of close proximity, we come to connect 
“ the Dadhz with the Homa, and the Homa with the Result, 

“ And thus, the Action (mentioned m the sentence dadhnéndriya- 
“ kimasya guhuyit) bemg found to be connected with the Action (of 
“ Homa), the sentence in question cannot but be taken as laymg down a 
“ distinct Action ” 


ewatnanmnate (") Simnas 


SIDDHANTA 


Stitra (26). The two sentences not beimg exactly simular, 
the second sentence should be taken as laying down an accessory 
for the previously-mentioned Action 


The sentence ın question ıs not similar to those with reference to 
which ıt has been concluded, under the BA@vdrthadhikaiana (II—1—1), 
that the Result follows fiom that which ıs expressed by the Root 
Because so long as the potency of the Injunctive has not been removed 
from that which 1s expressed by the verbal root, whatever Result ıs men- 
tioned 18 taken as pertamıng to that Root-meaning , when, however, the 
potency of the Injunctive 1s transferred to the Accessory, 1f a Result 
happens to be mentioned, then, masmuch as this mention of the Result 
would be touched by the Injunction of the Accessory, it 18 along with that 
necessory that the Result comes to be taken. 

That 1s to say, the Injunctiveness, mm reality :esiding ın the Bhavana, 
us transferred from one to the other factor, according as that factor 
comes to be recognised as helping that Bhavana And at the time that 
the Injunctiveness, as transferred to the Root-meaning, gets at the 
Bhavani with a particular result,—it ıs the Root-meaning that 1s made 
the Instrument (of its accomplishment), and everything else becomes 


MATERIALS MENTIONED WITH A VIEW TO RESULTS. 765 


subservient to that Root-meaning. This (fact of the Injunctiveness 
pertaining to the Root-meaning) is found to be the case, in connection 
with the sentence ‘agnihotram juhuydt seargaka@mah’, where the name 
(‘ Agnihotra’) is incapable of wresting, for itself, the operation of the 
Injunctive. On the other hand, in the case of the sentence in question 
(‘ dadhnéndriyakamasya guhuyadt’), the word ‘dadhi’ has got none of the 
various characteristics of a Namadhéya (Name of a Sacrifice) (as detailed 
in the Fourth Pada of the First Adhydya) ; and hence it must be taken as 
something enjoined ; and as such it wrests to itself the Injunctive opera- 
tion that had been pointing to the Root-meaning. Thus then, the 
Bhavana in question, affected by its contact with the Dadhz, comes to 
stand in need of a reference (to a previous Action) by means of the Root- 
meaning in the sentence ; and consequently, when we find a Result men- 
tioned, we at once conclude this Result to be something to be brought 
about by the instrumentality of the Dadhi, and not by that of the Homa 
(expressed by the Root-meaning of ‘juhuyat’); specially because those 
that are not enjoined can never be accepted to have the character of 
the Instrument; and when we have accepted a certain other thing to 
be the object of the Injunction, we can never take the sentence as laying 
down that from which the Injunctive operation has been wrested, as we 
have already shewn above (under Sūtra II—ii—16). Justas on account 
of the Injunctive operation being wrested by the Dadht we deny the fact 
of the sentence enjoining the Homa, so, in the same manner, on account 
of the presence of the word mentioning the Result, we cannot take the 
sentence as’ enjoining the dadhi with reference to the Homa (because of 
the chance of syntactical split, etc., etc.) ; hence what we hold is that the 
sentence enjoins the Dadhi with reference to the Bhavana; and as such, it 
must be admitted that the Result follows from the Dadhi. 

Question (Bhashya): “ In the sentence in question, which is the word 
“ that denotes the exertion of a personal agent? The sense of this question 
“ is that the words ‘ dadhi’ (denoting the material) and ‘indriyak@masya’ 
“ (denoting the Result) not serving the purpose of expressing the Bhavana, 
“ they cannot directly form the objects of the Injunction ; and as such 
“ we would look out for a verbal affix (that would express the Bhavana 
“ or the personal exertion, and afford the object of the Injunction); and 
“ then, in accordance with the Sūtra II—i—4, it becomes impossible to 
“entirely reject the Root-meaning (because the presence of the affix 
“would be impossible without a verbal root); and consequently, the 
“ Result must be admitted to follow from that Root-meaning.” 

The reply given to this is by a single word ‘juhuydt’; that is to say, 
the word expressing human exertion is ‘juhuyat,’ wherein the Giddhanti 
separates the Affix from the Root, the former serving the purpose of 
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expressing the object of Injunction, while the latte: serves only as a 
reference (to a previously mentioned Action) 

Objection — But the word ‘juhuyat’ directly denotes something con- 
“ nected wrth Homa, while rt would be by means of the wndriect method 
“of syntactical connection that ıt would indicate the connection of Dadhi 
“ This passage of the Bhishya serves to clear up the position of the 
“opponent As human exertron too is said to consist of the Bhāvanā as 
“ connected with the Injunction (the word ‘juhknyat’ cannot be said to be 
‘ expressive of that exertion) ” 

The reply to this 1s that though, in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at under the Bhivirthadhikarana, what you say has been found 
to be the case, on account of the stronger authoiity of Direct Assertion, 
in regard to other sentences,—yet, ın the case in question, those who 
would admet your theory would be all the more contradictiny Direct Asser- 
tion Because ın your theory, (1) yon would have to admit many 
objects of Injunction, while ıt 19 quite possible fo very httle tò pe its 
object, (2) 1t would be necessary to have recourse to Possessive Indica- 
cation , (3) or else, there would be a total 1ejection of the word (‘ dudhe’) 

That is to say, (1) in all cases, 1t 18 a well-established law that when 
it 18 possible fora smaller number of things to form the object of an 
injunction, 16 always rejects a larger number  Sevomlly arcording to 
you, the Homa being the instrument in the accomplishment of the Bha- 
vant of the Result, the meaning of the sentence would be ‘ bhdvayét en- 
diyam hoména’, and thus the Hima would come on an equal footing 
with Dadhe, which 1s distinctly mentioned as the instrument (by the word 
‘dadhnf’) , and thus both the Homa and Dadht having the same mstiu- 
mental chai acter, no direct relationship between them would be pos~zble, 
and as such ıt would be absolutely necessary fo: us to have recourse to 
Possessive Indication, taking the word ‘ dadhnā’ as = ‘ dudhumata’,—the 
sentence thus commg to mean ‘ dudhimaia hoména wndriyam bhavayet’ — 
and there is absolutely no ground for this Possessive Indication Thirdly, 
inasmoch as the word ‘dadhz’ fulfils none of the conditions of a Nanu- 
dhéya, 1b cannot be taken as one , and thus the word ‘ dadhz’, falling fiom 
the pomtion of a Ndmadhéya as well as from that of the Instrument, be- 
comes altogether useless , conseqnently for the sake of the property of a 
word, m the shape of its p» ovimety (whereby the root signifying the Homa 
18 taken as the object laid down by the Injunctive affix, appearing in the 
same word ),—you come to reject the word (‘dadh’) itself , and certamly 
this entails a greater contiadiction of Dnect Assertion than that involved 
in our theory If, however, the sentence be taken as laying down the 
Dadhi as the Instrument ın the accomphshment of the Bhavan’ of the 
Resnilt, then there 1s no rejection of any word (or 1ts property) 
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It is argued—“ Thul way of tuking the sentence would set aside the 
“word ‘guhoti’ ” ` 

The reply to this is that in any case út would be absolutely necessury 
fo use the woid ‘jukwyat’, (and as such the root ‘juhoti’ would not be 
rejected). Because there could be no connection between the Dadhi and 
sense-efficiency, unless there was an affix expressing the Bhavanat ; and no 
affix could Le present, except along with a verbal root. 

That is to say, it is absolutely necessary to pronouuce the Affix, for 
the purpose of laying down the Bhavana qualified by Dadh and Sense- 
efficiency ; and as the affix can never be pronounced by itself, and as it 
is absolutely impossible for an affix to be present apart from a verbal 
Loot. 16 must always be used in the wake of a root; and thus when it 
comes to the using of some such root or other, the particular root that 
comes to be admitted is that which expresses the Homa, inasmuch 
as this 1s pointed out by the Coutext. And as for the relationship of this 
Homa with Dadhi, it would ouly be in the form of the relationship 
between the basis und the bused (container ind the contained),—which 
relationship also would only be referred to in the sentence in question, as 
it has already been previously mentioned in the sentence ‘ dadhné guhote i 

In the case of the seutence € graham summārshti ’, it has been shown 
that the cuse-ending (in yrahum) does not serve the only purpose of ex- 
pressing the singular number; as the only purpose served by such an 
ending is the mere fact of the word being an active noun ; but when- 
ever it is uttered, is has to be uttered along with a certain number which 
is its invariable concomitant ; and thus even though uo veal significance is 
meant to be attached to this number, yet the word signifies it all the 
same. In the same manner, in the case in qnestion, even though the Root 
may be used only for the sake of making possible the use of the Affix, 
yet, on account of the powerful character of the relationship (between 
the Root and the Affix), it could not but signify its own meaning, even 
though no real significance might be meant to be attached to it Hence 
(in order to meet the objection that our theory would mean the rejection of 
the Root as useless) we must insist upon the fact that the signification of 
its own meaning is not the only purpose that can be served by the Root. 

Objection: “ Nanu ucyamane’pi, etc. That is to say, even though 
pronounced only for the purpose of making the presence of the Affix 
“ possible, yet the Root must express its own meaning also; and there 
“igs no reason why no significance should be attached to it—as to the 
“ wingleness of the vessel in the sentence above cited ; consequently, inas- 
“& much as it is absolutely impossible to express mere ‘karoti ’ (a generic 
“ verb, simply affording room for the presence of the affix), what you say 
‘(ig most unreasonable.” 
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Reply That does not touch our position , because even when there 
18 a connection between the Dadhe and the Homa, the sense of ‘karoti’ 
18 not absent (ve, 1618 present along. with the ‘ Homa’), and our pu- 
pose is served by that much also of 1ts presence (2 ¢, the utterance of the 
Root ceases to be useless even if ıt expresses only that much) , specially as 
the peculiarity attaching to the ‘ karofz’ (by its connection or combmation 
with ‘Homa’) does not militate against any of our theories, as that 
pecuharity might serve to specify the Bhavand m a manner other than 
that of the Instrument 

Objection “In that tase, there ıs the same discrepancy , that is to say, 
“when the ‘Homa?’ 38 not set aside (but is admitted to the present), 
“ then ıt would make itself obvious as the Instrument.” 

The reply given by the Szddhdntvis that itis the frequent repetition 
of the word ‘ yuhuydt’ m the context, n many other sentences (‘ agnzhotium 
guhuyat’, ‘dadhni guhuyat’, and so forth), that leads you to believe, 
wrongly, that Homa is the Instiument Because when we come to look 
into the matter closely, we find that im the case in question, though, on 
account of the proximity (of the Root-meaning with the Injunctive Affix), 
the Homa might appear to have the characte: of the Objectave (of the 
Bhawand), yet beng (on account of its not bemg something in itself desn- 
able for the agent) found to be mcapable of that character, ıt 1s removed 
from that position, and in the same manner, in consideration of the 
presence of the word ‘ dadhi’ (which has the Instrumental ending, and 
18 not capable of being taken as anything else), the ‘ Homa’ could not 
but be denied the character of the Instiument also, and just as in the 
former case the Homa 1s cognized only as quahfyimg the Bhävanā, through 
anothe. element of it, so, in the case ın question also, ıt would qualify ıt 
by serving as the bases or substratum for the (operation of the) material 
‘dadh’? It ıs wth reference to this that the author of the Vrtte has 


declared-— The Result would be biought about by the material as based upon 
the Homa.’ 


* 


on “Ts this relationship of the basıs and the based (held 
“to exist between the Dadhz and the Homa) something distinct, or non- 
“ different, from the three factors of the Bhdvand, viz : the Objective, the 
“ Instrument, and the Method of Procedure?” 

To this some people make the followmg reply ‘It is wholly distinct 
‘from those, because just as in other cases, the Bhdvand ıs cognised as 
‘standing in need of the said three factors, so, in the case ın question, the 
‘ Bhavana, being qualified by a distinct material, stands im need of the 
‘fourth factor. That is tosay, in a case where the Bhavand enjoined 18 

“fone in which the Root-meaning serves as the Instrument, all its require- 
‘t ments are supplied by the three factors ; in such canser, however, where a 
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‘certain material is distinctly laid down as the Instrament,—so that it is 
‘only in the character of the Instrument, and not in that of a disinterested 
‘onlooker, that the said material could help to accomplish the Result,— 
‘inasmuch as it could not have the real character of the Instrument until 
‘it helped to bring about that which is expressed by the Root, there 
‘naturally arises a fourth need for the Bhavana, as to the exact character 
‘of this something expressed by the Root, by bringing abont which the 
‘Instrumental Material would accomplish the Result. And that some- 
‘thing expressed by the Root which would be the object bronght about 
‘by it is spoken of as the basis or substrate of the Material, as it is by the 
‘help of that that the true Instrumental character of this latter is attain- 
‘ed. Thus then, the sentence in question itself being wholly given to the 
‘mention of the relationship between the Material and the Result, and 
‘being itself incapable of affording the required basis, on account of the 
‘chance of a syntactical split,—we are led by the Context to the conclusion 
‘that the Agnihotra Homa is the basis required (for the operation of Dadhz) 

‘ Ana being thus got at, the Homa is only referred to by the Root (in juhu- 
‘yat), which is used for the purpose of making the presence of the Affix 
‘ possible, and which as such, forms a necessary feature of the Injunction ; 
‘just as in the case of the use of the word @labhéta, we accept the fact of its 
‘being a reference to a previously mentioned action of @lambhuna (i.e. in 
‘the case in question, we accept the Root to serve the purpose of referring 
‘ to the previous Homa) ; and hence, in accordance with the law—that when 
‘the Aptrva follows from a single cause, everything else is subservient to that 
‘ cause—, we come to take the Root-meaning as helping that which is 
‘expressed by the noun (Dadhi). 

But, as a matter of fact, we can very reasonably deny the fact of there 
being any need of a fourth factor, in the case in question. Because all that 
we find is that it is only the need for the Instrumental factor that has been 
extended a little further; that is to say, by means of the Root-meaning 
the Bhavana is accomplished more quickly than is done by means of the 
Material—inasmuch as the Instrumental character of this latter 1s accom- 
plished only after the connection of the Action (expressed by the Root) 
has been established. (And thus all that is done in the case in question 
is that that functioning of the Instrument is removed one step); and 
consequently there are only three factors needed by the Bhavana. 

Thus thon, the Material being taken as having its Instrumentalsty 
accomplished through the Homa, and as leading to a distinct Result, there 
arises a question as to the Method to be employed ; and this is answered 
by the Method of Procedure employed in connection with the previ- 
ously mentioned Agnihotra. Itis this what is meant by the Bhashya— 
anayd’ gnihotrétikartavyataya —which only serves to point out the said fact, 
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— alter the conclusion of the present Adhikwana itself has beeu arrived 
it, Which really forms the subject of the ‘ Sansth@dlakarana’ (Sitrus 
lI] vi, LL—47) 

Some people take this sentence ot the Bhäshyu to mean that the 
dyushotia vbself i the seytued method But ibis is not correct, because 
the Method iw something w holly distinct from the [esth nument, and the 
Homa (constituting the wlyrrhotia) has been shown to be non-difterent 
trom the Jesirunu ntal pacto: (ot the Bhdran&) Consequently we con- 
clade that what is meant by the expression ‘ uguehutietekartunyata 1g the 
aggregate of such actions as the prepatmg of the Fire, and so forth (that 
ne performed during the Lywehotra) 

Objection Hon ey this’? That is to say how is it thit that which 
isnot signified by the Root (a+ the Dadli) is connected with the 
Wothod ” ” 

Reply Phalisñdhanrasyu dadhuah That w to say pust asm your 
tase, It 19 only on account of its bemg the Instrument (an the accomplish- 
ment ol the Resalti that the Homw (expressed by the Root) comes to 
be helped by the Method,—-so, in our case also, itis on account of the very 
same reason (that of bere the means of aceomphshing the Result) that 
the Dadhe becomes connected with {and helped by ) the said Method 

There ave two othe: arguments brought forward by the Bhaslya — 
il) because of Lhe protimaty of this Method (ot the Agnihotra), and (2) 
because we find the denotation of the soot guhote’ present u» u feature of the 
injunction. But none of these arguments appear {> be quite proper, 
because as for tle former, 1t entails an acceptance of samancarvedhdnatea’ 
(the fact of the equality of Injunction), which 1s distinctly demed under 
the Sansthadhikaiuna (IJ) vi 41--47), while as for the latter inasmuch. 
if only brings forward the law of Atudega 1t 18 wholly urelevant And 
tnither if the requisite relationship is accomplished by mere prowumaty, 
what would be the use ot the presence of the said teature of Injunction ? 
And conversely, 1f the presence of this teature were the reason for the 
relationship, there could be absolutely no use tor the mention of ‘ proxi- 
mity’, because that reason would apply equally to one that 1s at a dis- 
tance (and not in proximity ) 

In view of these objections we must eaplaim the said expressions of 
the Bhashya as follows —(1) Becunse the saad Method ıs made closely 
prommate by means of the particular Homa, which is found to be most 
helped by that Method, and (2) because we find the Root-meaning of 
‘guhot. uich u feature of the Injuncteon, and which affords a ground for 
Atrdega 

And because the Root-meaning of ‘juhote, appearing through the 
Context only as a feature of the Tujnnction 18 only referred to (m the sen- 
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tence in questiou),—therefore the Affix (in ‘ juhuyāt’) cannot be taken as 
enjoining either the appearance of that Action (of Homa), or the Result 
as following from it. 

Question: “ By what has the Homa been previously mentioned, to which 
“ Homa the ‘ juhuyāt’ in question would be a reference ?” 

Answer: You donot certainly mean to say that there is no other sentence 
laying down the Homa 

Some people explain this last sentence of the Bhashya differently, as 
meaning that it is not the case that apart from the ‘ sense-efficiency ° 
brought about by ‘ Dadhi’ there are no results, in the shape of Heaveu 
and the like, following from the Homa of the Agnihotva ; because such a 
result, in the shape of Heaven at least, is mentioned in the very sentence 
that lays down the Agnihotra itself (‘agnihotram juhuydt svargakamah’). 

But inasmuch as this interpretation would represent the Bhashya 
as saying something wholly unconnected with the question put forward, 
and as such being wholly irrelevant,—we must accept the former explana- 
tion as being the more reasonable. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Action mentioned in the sentence 
in question is not different from the previous Agnihotra; all that the 
sentence does is to declare that if Dadhi is employed at the Action, ‘ sense- 
efficiency ’ is the result that follows,—by the help of Homa (which serves 
to make possible the use of the Dudhi). Or, the sentence may be taken 
as declaring that the Result follows, neither from the Dadhi nor from 
the Homa, but from the connection of the Dudhi and the Homa,—and the 
words ‘dadhi’ and ‘homa’ only serve the purpose of expressing that 
connection ;—(1) because for reasons already given, the word ‘dadhi’ 
cannot be said to have been wrongly inserted; and (2) because the 
Result could not follow from the Dadhz alone by itself. 

In this case, however, in accordance with a rule explained above, the 
sentence that has previously mentioned the relationship of the Homa and 
the Dadhi ivez., the sentence ‘dadhnā juhoti’) not being capable of being 
taken along with the sentence in question (‘ dadhnendriyak@uasya juhu- 
yit’),—the said relationship of the Dadhi and the Homa cannot be taken 
as accomplished’ (for this latter sentence); and hence this relationship 
not being capable of being taken as pointed out by the Context, we must 
conclude that itis the sentence in question itself that establishes that 
relationship ; and then lays down the Injunction of that relationship, in 
reference to the particular Result ; and thus the sentence containing the 
Injunction of more than one thing, there is a distinct syntactical split. 

For these reasons we conclude that the former interpretation—that 
the result follows from Dadhi—is the only correct one. The final sum- 
ming up (in the Bhasaya) also is in keeping with that interpretation it 
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being in the form~therefore we conclude that the result follows from the 
Dadhs as connected with the homa, And hence the sentence ‘atha vā, etc’ 
must be taken only as pointing another possible alternative. 

Some people, however, declare as follows ‘It ıs one and the same 
‘ view—that the result follows from the Dadhe—that is put forward from 
‘beginning to end, with all the arguments ın its favour (and there is no 
‘mention of any alternative) , and hence the proper reading of the Bhdas- 
‘hya is—dadhtgabdasya vivakshitatedt, and the words atha vā afford a 
‘ wrong reading’ 

But this assertion—that the alternative explanation is not possible 
and that the reading ıs wrong—can be refuted in the following manner 
As soon as we construe the sentence in question as that ‘for one desirmeg 
sense-efficiency, the result should be accomplished by means of Dadhi’, 
we at once become cognisant of the fact that the Result follows from 
the Dadh as the Instrumental means, and this instrumental charac- 
ter, not bemg otherwise possible, points to its connection with some sort 
of an action , and as the relationship of the agent and the Action 1s always 
ım the form of a potency, the said connection is wncluded in the Instru- 
mental ending, and then, masmuch as that which is denoted by the 
affix ıs the principal factor in the sentence, what the sentence comes to do 
finally is that ıt lays down, for the sake of the Result, the connection ot 
that of which what 1s expressed by the basic noun (‘dadh ’) is the subor 
dinate element. And when that connection has been laid down, then 
as before, the Context serves to point to a particular Action, in the shape 
of the Homa. And, then, in accordance with the law 1.egulating the relation- 
ship of the Maternal and the Deity, the connection of the Result with the 
relationship of the Action and the Agent having been brought about, there 
arises a question as to the character of the particular Agent of Action ; and 
hence, for the purpose of establishing the relationship of the Qualification 
and the Qualfed (between the Dadh: and the Homa), the Homa 13 
bought up by the Context And hence itis that the Bhdshya speaks of 
the connection between the Dadhi and the Homa being laid down for the sake 
of the Result 

Thus then, the reading ‘atha vā’ ıs found to be quite correct, 
though the conclusion and the final samming up are those of the former 
interpretation Or even these might be taken as those of the latter inter- 
pretation, as in that case also, inasmuch as what ıs mentioned is the 
Dudh: as connected, this connection 1s that of which the Dadhi is the 
subordinate element; and as such there would be no incongruousness 
ın this, 

_ Objection - “ In the case of the sentence in question (if it be jaken as 
‘laying down the Result as following from the Material), the Injanction 
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“ would involve the functioning of two words—‘ dadhn@’ and ‘ indriyaka- 
“ masya’ ; and this would give rise to a syntactical split ”. 

Reply: This is no argument against us; because the mere fact of a 
sentence expressing various relationships does not bring about a syntactical 
split ; it is only when the potency of the Injunction itself is manifold, that 
we have that split; and as a matter of fact, we have no such manifold 
potency of the Injunction in the case in question. That is to say, it is 
quite possible for many things to be connected together by means of a 
single sentence; and in this fact alone, there is no split of the sentence 
Because it has been distinctly pointed out that it is only the multifarious- 
ness of the Injunction itself that brings about a syntactical split There 
is nv such multifariousness in the case in question; because the Result is 
not an object of Injunction. The construction of the sentence thus comes 
to be this: the accomplishment of sense-efficrency (this being a mere reference 
and not an Injunction) 1s to be brought about by means of Dadhi. As a 
rule, when a person desires something, he exerts himself to its attain- 
ment; and hence for the acquiring of such a desirable thing as sense- 
efficiency, the person would exert himself naturally (without any Injunc- 
tion from outside) ; and hence what the Injunctive affix in question 
does is to lay down the Bhavana with tts Instrumental factor, with refer- 
ence to the same Bhavani as endowed with the objective factor (ie, the 
Result) ; and thus the object of Injunction being one only in the shape of the 
Instrument (as the Result is only referred to) ,-—there is no syntactical split. 

Consequently, we conclude that for the sake of making the word 
‘dadhi’ serve a useful purpose, the sentence must be taken as laying 
down the Result as following from the Material Dadhi, and not as laying 
down a distinct Action. 


m get nagging Nagata ny, ttn tt mAr a eatline! 


ADHIKARANA (12). 


[The Vas avuntiya, etc, ave distinct Actions. 


Sūtra °2%):—When the sentences are similar ‘the Results) 


would be connected with distinct Actions. 


We now proceed to deal with an exception to the forego sladiu- 
kurana. 

The subject of the Adhikarana is thus shown: (1) we have the sen- 
tence--' trivrdaynishtudaguishtomak, iasya vāyavyāsu ekavingamagnish- 
tumasima krivā brukmavarcusukamd yojéta’; and then in continuation of 
this Agnishtué sacrifice, we have the sentence ‘varavuntiyamaynishtomua- 
stma karyam,’ which lays down an accessory (in the shape of the rd@uvau- 
i7ya), and then we come to the sentence, (2) ‘ ebusyaiva révatishe varuvantiya- 
may nishtomusdme krivd pagukdmé hyéténa yajéta’. [The difference between 
the bearing of the two sentences being that when the Varavantiya is 
sung in connection with the Vayavya verses then the result is in the shape 
of ‘Brahmie glory’, while when the same is sung in connection with the 
Révati verses, the Result is im the shape of ‘ Cattle 7] 

Here too, we have, as before, the following doubt:—Does this lasi 
sentence enjoin an izdependeni action, distinct from that laid down in the 
previous seutence, as qualifed by a distinct material (in the shape of the 
Viravantiya in connection with the Rérati verses)? Or, does it only serve 
tu lay down this distinct material only, with reference to the same Action 
just as in the case of the sentence dealt with in the forevoing 
aldhikiwana ¢ 

And on this. we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


In view of the reasons detailed, and the conclusion wrrived at, in the 
“foregoing .idhkarana, it must be admitted that the sentence in question 
‘serves only to lay down the Result as following from a particular acces- 
‘sory (in connection with the previously mentioned action). Because, as 
“a matter of fact, we find that the Injunctive potency of the sentence is 
“taken up by the connection between the Ravuti and the Varavantiyn: 
“and then we find a Result mentioned along with this. Injunction, 
“consequently we cannot take the sentence as laying down the Sucrefice (as 
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“that would entail a dual functioning of the Injunction, thereby leading 
“to syntactical split) And as for the connection between the Révuti 
“aud the Varavuntiya, this would be brought about, without a repetition 
“ot the Injunctive affix, by the word 'krtvā’ which is mentioned dis- 
“tinetly by itself (and as such this would not involve the said syntac- 
“tical split). 

“That is to say. i might be argued trhat—- masmuch as the sen- 
“tence mvolves the Injunction of the appearauce of the connection 
‘between Mévut? and the Va uvantiya. and then an Injunction also of that 
“ Connection with reference to the Result, there would be a repetition of 
“the Injunctive affix, which would give rise to a syntactical split’. But 
‘this reasoning would be scarcely valid; because the Vedic sentence itself 
“ enjoins only the Result,—the fact being that the said connection having 
"been established by the clause * révutishu varavantiyum krtet’. what 
“the Injunctive affix following after the root “yagi? (in *yajēta `) does 
"is to lay down only the relationship (causal) or that Connection with the 
“particular result. And thus there is no chance of the anomaly resnit- 
“ing from a repetition of the Injunctive affix 

"Phen too, masmuch as the * Rérati verses are spoken of as the 
“substrate or basis (of the Samu), they are distinctly subordinate in 
“ their character , and hence tts the Va@revanttya [Tinu which, on account 
“of ity predominant character, comes to be enjoined with reference to 
“the Result. 

“That 1s to say, m the sentence um question, on account of the 
mention of an Accessory, the potency of the Injunctive, being removed 
“from that which is expressed by the Verbal root ( yngi’), serves to lay 
“down that accessory., for the vake of the particular result; and as such 
‘at is found to lay down, that which has not been cognised as subservient 
“to anything else. As for the Revni verses, inasmuch as they are 
“ spoken of in the Locative, they are subservient to the Vavavantiya sima ; 
vand as such not standing im need of any other purpose, they could not 
“ be connected with the Result; while the Vai avantiya, huvmg the Révate 
e verses for its subordinate aecompanment, is cognised as the predominant 
= factor, on account of 1ts being meutioned in the Accusative ; and as such 
“at becomes connected, in the manner of the Root-meaning. with the 
“ Phavandt denoted by the verb `krirā’ : and thus being on the look-out 
“fur a purpose, i becomes connected with the Result 

“Op, in this ease also, we can reject both the Révat? and the Vaéravun- 
“diyu, and hold the Result to follow only from the Connection of these two. 

“Thus then, we distinctly recognise the following facts in connec- 
“tion with the sentence in question: (1) that at the time of its utterance, 
‘the wea of the previously mentioned ‘sacrifice’ is stil] present in the 
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‘mind, (2) that the word ‘ētat’ (ın ‘étasya’) distinctly pomts to 
that which has been spoken of before, (3) that the genitive (1m ‘ etasya’), 
“appearing afte: that ‘etat’ which 1s co-extensive with (refers to) the 
‘ © sacnfice ’, signifies the relationship of the Bases and the Based, pointed 
out by the Context, between that sacrifice and the Accessory as leading 
‘to the Result; (4) that the word ‘ara’ serves to preclude any other 
“ basis or substrate for that Accessory, because no such other substrate 1s 
‘possible, (5) that the Varavantiya qualified by the connection of the 
iymshtomasāma 1s already laid down by the previous sentence. And 
li these facts distinctly pomt to the conclnsion that the Action (‘sacni- 
‘ hee’) mentioned im the sentence in question is none other than that lad 
“down ın the previous sentence, and as such, masmuch as that same 
“ Action 18 referred to in the sentence ın question, the Injunctive affix in this 
‘ sentence will not be put to the trouble of laying down the Action, over and 
“ above the Accessory ) 

“While xf the sentence be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
‘as in that case nothing will have been previously laid down, the 
‘ Inyjunctive affix would have to enjoin all that 18 necessary 

“ And asa matter of fact, no such mjunction of all things 1s possible , 
‘because the Injunctive, by its very nature, 18 always endowed with a 

single potency, and when its purpose ıs fulfilled by the Injunction of 
even a little thing, 1t can nevez enjoin any more than that 

“Thus then, we find that the word ‘ kriv@’ estabhshes the cohnection 
“ between the Révati and the Varavantiyu, while the Inyunctive affix lays 
“ down only the relationship of that Connection with the particular result. 
= And as such, there beimg no necessity of accepting a manifold potency of 
‘the Inyunctive, there can be no doubt as to the superionty of the theory 

that the sentence in question serves only to lay down an Accessory 
‘(with reference to a previonsly mentioned Action) 

‘ As all the references emimerated above are included im aud based 
“ npon the reference of the ‘sacrifice’, 1b1ıs only this last thathas been 
“ spoken of in the Bhashya, and all the rest have been left to be inferred 
' For these reasons we conclude that the sentence ın question does not 
‘lay down a distinct Action’ 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the following reply: When there 1s an Acces- 
sory which accepts the previously mentioned Action as its subst: atum, then 
alone is ıt so that we do not perceive any difference between the Actions 
(mentioned m the two sentences), and the reason 1s that in such a case, 
what the latter sentence does is only to sefe: to the previous Action for the 
sake of its connection with the new Accessory 
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That is to say, we find the sentence.in question, ‘ efasyazva révatishu, etc.’, 
containing the mention of ‘sacrifice’ directly by means of the root ‘yajz’ ; 
under the circumstances, if the exact sort of ‘sacrifice’ that is herein 
mentioned had been previously mentioned in another sentence, then alone 
could we conclude that the one mentioned in the sentence in question is not 
a distinct sacrifice. As for instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ dadhna- 
ndriyakamusaya, etc.’, we find that the sentence directly lays down only the 
relationship with the particular Result; and then the Context helps to 
supply the other substrate of the relationship,—in the shape of Homa ; 
and in this case we admit the mention of ‘ Homa’ in the sentence to be a 
mere reference to a previously mentioned ‘Homa’ ; and another reason 
for this is thatthe Dadhz by itself also is capable of directly accomplishing 
the Homa. In the case in question, on the other hand, we find that the 
Varavantiya qualified by the Revati verses is not, by itself, capable of 
directly accomplishing the Sacrifice; because it is neither a Deity nor a 
Material (which two alone are capable of directly accomplishing the 
Sacrifice) ; because the Sacrifice requires, for its accomplishment, no other 
helping factors, except those of the Deity, the Material, and the Performer ; 
and hence it is never accomplished directly by means of a Sama (Varavan- 
fiya and the like). 

Thus then, though, through the peculiar character of the Context, the 
‘Sacrifice’ (previously mentioned) is present ın the mind, yet it does not 
become cognised as the substrate of the said Sama, because of its inherent 
incapability of having that character; and hence that ‘ Sacrifice’ cannot be 
accepted as referred to by the sentence in question (‘‘ Révatishu, etc.’’); 
specially as we have no grounds for believing that the ‘ sacrifice’ herein 
mentioned is the same as the one previously mentioned. As for the Hymn- 
ing, that forms a part of the previous ‘ sacrifice’, and which, being accom- 
plished by means of the Varavantiya Sama, is capable of being taken as 
its substrate,—it is not pointed out by the Context; because the presence 
of Hymning in the previous ‘sacrifice’, the ‘ Agnishtut’, is only based 
npon an indirect implication. 

It is with reference to this, that it has been declared that—though 
the Sama is inherently capable of accomplishing the Hymnzng, yet as no 
such Hymning is pointed out by the Context, it cannot be taken as the 
substrate of the Sama in question. 

The following argument might be brought forward by the other 
party: “The Sama could base itself upon the Sacrifice, in that very 
“capacity whereby it would help the performance of the sacrifice; and 
“conversely the ‘ Sacrifice’ also would become the substrate of the Sama, 
“in whatever capacity it would be able to act as a true substrate; such 
“ cognition being based upon the general rule whereby the meanings of all 
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“ veibs are ascertained in accordance with the capacities of things And 
“then (even though the Sama may not be able to help directly in the 
“performance ot the sacrifice itself, yet) ım accordance with the Sittra 
“T[1—:1—18, ıt would be quite capable of directly accomplishing the 
‘ Hymmng which forms an integral part of the ‘ Agnzshtut’ sacrifice , and 
‘assuch, there would be no incongruity ın the said relationship of the 
“ Basis and the Based (between the Sama and the ‘ Sacrifice’), which 
‘ would be due to an integral part of the latter, in the shape of the 
“ Hymning ” 

Reply That is not possible, because we have already shown that 
that alone can be taken as the subsidiary part of a sacrifice which has 
been actually laid down as such a part, that, on the other hand, which 
appears distinctly as mdependent by itself, can never become a subsidiary 
part. 

That ıs to say, ın the case of the sentence ‘ Saptadagiratnervdjapsyasyu 
yipak’ (the sacrificial post at the Vajapéya is to be seventeen cubits m 
length), we find that the ‘seventeen-cubit-length’ is distinctly laid 
down as a subsidiary detail, and then, inasmuch as it ıs not found to be 
capable of bemg directly connected with the Vasapéya sacrifice, we 
conclude that ıt should help in the performance of this sacrifice ın what- 
ever way 1t can , and consequently 14 comes to be taken as a qualification 
of the sacrificial post which forms an integral factor in the performance 
If, m the case in question also, the Vdravanttya had been laid down as 
a subsidiary detail of the sacrifice,—then alone, being found incapable of 
duectly serving the Sacrifice, would ıt come to be taken as helping the 
Hymning, which forms an integral part of the sacrifice As a matter 
of fact, however, we find that the Varavantiya, being laid down in regard 


to a particular result, stands in need of a substrate, or basis, ın the 
shape of an Acton, and under the circumstances, if ıt could find any 


Action, already previously mentioned, that could form its substrate, then 
it would directly connect itself with that Action; when, however, it finds 
no such Action already mentioned, then the sentence in question distinctly 
pouts to something else (a fresh Action hitherto not mentioned) as the 
requisite basis Nor would the Varavuntiyu become wholly useless, by not 
being connected with any previously mentioned Action, as 1t will have its 
use in the new Action that would be laid down by the sentence in question 

Aud further, masmuch as the action of Hymning 18 wholly differ- 
ent from that of Sacrefice,—by accomplishing the former, the Vdravantiya 
cannot be said to have accomplished the latter. And hence, even .if 
the Sana helped in the Hy mmng, it would remain as unconnected with the 
Navrifice, as if it had been mentioned and performed in connection with 
another sacrifice altogether. Iu the case of the sentence ‘saptadaga- 
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ratwirvdjapéyasya yūpak, on the other hand, we find that the Genitive 
in ‘ vdjapeyasya’ signifies mere relationship in general; and as such, 
there is, in this case, nothing incongruous in the relationship subsisting 
indirectly, in the subsidiary details. And as such there can be no 
similarity between the sentence ‘saptadaga, etc.’ and the sentence in 
question, 

Even though it be possible for the Sacrifice to form the substrate (of 
the Séma), indirectly, through the Hymning,—yet, in that case the Sama 
would come to be connected with all kinds of Hymns; and as such the 
specification, in the sentence in question, of the Hymn as the ‘Agnish- 
joma Sama’ would be wholly meaningless. For if the Hymn called the 
‘ Agnishtoma Sama’ be takenas the required substrate indicated by the 
sentence itself, then there would be a syntactical split (the sentence laying 
down the fact of the Varavantiya being based on the Agnishtoma Sama, 
and also that of its bringing about the particular Result). Then again, if 
the sentence be taken as *indicating a general relationship (of the 
Varavantiya) with the Agnishtoma Sdma,—this general relationship being 
specified by the expression ‘ étasyaiva’,—then too there is a syntactica! 
split; and the pronoun ‘&tasya’ indicating the relationship of that which 
has gone before, this would make the Vdravantiya connected with all the 
Hymns of the previous sacrifice; and then its specification as 

Agnishtoma Sama’ would also entail a syntactical split. And lastly, in 
view of the great complications arising from making the Varavantiya con- 
nected (at one and the same time) with the Revat? Rk, as well as with the 
Aynishtoma Sama,—they remain as before. 

Objection : “ When the Agnishtut sacrifice is obtained as the required 
“ substrate, all the rest that is required would be obtained from the previ- 
" ous Injunction; and as forthe Va@ravantiya, when it would rest upon a 
“ sacrifice, it would not exist in any place except that wherein it is found 
“to help the Sacrifice; and the Sacrifice too would not seek for the Vara- 
“vantiyu in any other Hymn (save that which forms part of itself). And 
“ag there is no reason for rejecting the Varavantiya that is connected with 
“the Agnishtoma Sama of the Sacrifice previously mentioned tn the Context, 
“there canbe noquestion as toa connection with any other Hymn or 
“ Sacrifice.” l 

Reply : It is not so; we could have all this only if the sentence in 
question—‘ Révatishu, etc.’ —stood in need of the previous sentence laying 
down the Varavantiya in connection with the Agnishtoma Sama; as a 
matter of fact, however, we find that there is no such need; because we 
have already shown above that there is no mutual relationship between 
sentences laying down such things as the Accessory and the like. 

Then again, the relationship of the Sacrifice with the V@ravantiya that 
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18 mentioned ım the sentence ın question, ıs wholly different from the previ- 
ous relationship (because in the previous case the Vdravantiya was in 
connection with the Vayarya verses, whereas ın the sentence in question, 
it 18 ın connection with the Révati verses), and as such it could never 
attain to the position assumed by the previous relationship Specially as 
im the previous sentence, the Varavantiya, forming a part of the Action 
itself, 18 recognised as connected with the Agnishtoma Sama of that 
(Agmshfut) sacrifice, while in the case in question, we find ıt mentioned 
as being something ım itself desirable by man (as is indicated by the 
distinct mention of the word ‘%)fea@’), and as such the Veda could not 
relegate this latter to the same position as the previous one And as for 
any assumptions based upon the Sämänyatodrshta Inference, we have 
already shown above that such things as we are dealing with are not 
amenable to Inference 

To the same effect, we have the following declaration That Sama — 
which 1s laid down as independently, by its 6wn form, bringing about the 
Result,—stands ın need of the text of the Veda only, for the propose of its 
appearance 

That is to say, 1f the Va avantiya Sama had originally appeared, first 
of all, at the Agnishtut sacrifice, then we could not but take it as apper- 
taining to that sacrrfice, even if such connection were not mentioned As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that in the case in question, the Sama 
depends, for its appearance, on the Vedic text only, and 1t 15 as taken 
directly from the Veda that it ıs laid down for the sake of a definite 
result And consequently the Agnishtut sacrifice and the Agnishtomau 
S*me connected with that sacrifice do not in any way differ from other 
Sacrifices and Hymns,—in the matter of their being connected with the 
Varavantiya Sdma mentioned ın the sentence in question. (That ıs to say, 
the Sfma is as unconnected with the Agnishfut sacrifice as with any other 
of the previously mentioned. sacrifices, etc , etc.). 

If the sentence ın question had laid down a certain purification of 
the Vdravantiya, then we could, somehow or other, identify it with that 
which had been previously mentiohed (in connection with the Agnishint 
sacrifice),—as we do in the care of the sentence ‘ vrihin prokshat: ’ which 
lays down a purification of the corn But, as a matter of fact, the 
sentence in qnestion does not lay down any such purification Con- 
sequently we conclude that the Varavantiya of the sentence ın question 
has no connection with the Agnishtoma Sama of the previous sacrifice. 

Objection : “ Though the Véravantiya serves to fulfil an end desired 
“by the human agent, yet, so long as it does not help to bring about the 
“ completion of the sacrifice, it cannot fulfil that end either ; and thus the 
‘* socomplishment of the sacrifice also being indirectly indicated, the said 
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“ Sama attains the position that had been previously found for it (at that 
“ sacrifice), just as though the Ourd and the Milk help in the performance 
“of the sacrifice, yet they become connected with the details of the 
“ Pranita vessel.” 

Reply: Such is the case only when the details are mentioned as qualifi- 
cations. In the case in question, however, the Agnishtoma Sama is not a 
qualification of the Varavantiya. It could be such a qualification, only if 
the sentence in question actually referred to its context—which latter fact 
has still to be established (by the Pūrvıpakshin). If, in some way or 
other, a certain relationship of the Varavantiya with the Agnishtoma Sama 
were cognised, then there would be nothing to interfere with the application 
of the details of the latter to the former, like those of the Pranita to the 
Ourd and Milk. 

Thus then, even this last argument of the Pirvapakshin does not affect 
the reasoning of the Srddhdnia; and hence it is only by taking the 
sentence as laying down an independent Action that we can avoid a 
syntactical split (and make the sentence a single whole). 

Because in that case, even when all the elements of the latter 
sentence are such as have not been previously mentioned, all of them are 
capable of being laid down by the process of ‘‘ qualified Injunction’; while 
there can be no difficulty as to such an Injunction, when, as a matter of 
fact, many of the details spoken of in the sentence in question are such as 
form part of the details of the previously mentioned Agnishtut sacrifice, 
and are applied to that mentioned in the sentence in question, only by 
indirect implication. 

For instance, (1) the word ‘ #at’ (in ‘ étesya*) would refer, by indica- 
tion, to the details of the previous sacrifice, specially as such indirect indi- 
cation is not faulty in the case of a Reference or Description (as it is in that 
of an Injunction). Or the pronoun might directly denote the Action to be 
immediately mentioned ; as the pronoun ‘ ésha’ does in the case of the sen- 
tence ‘ athaisha jyotth, ete.” ;—(2) as for the Varavantiya, it appears in the 
previous sentence as helping in the performance of the sacrifice; and as 
such, in that form, it would become referred to in the sentence in questiou, 
as appertaining thereto by indirect implication ;—(3) and the operation 
of the Injanctive also would be very much simplified by making it enjoin 
only the sacrifice as qualified by the peculiar relationship of the Révnti 
and the Varavantiya as pointed out by the word ‘ kriva ’. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as what would be enjoined in this case are— 
“ (1) the relationship of the Agnishtoma Sama with the Révati and the 
“ Varavantiya, as well as (2) the sacrifice,—the case in question would. be 
“a great deal different from other cases of “ qualified Injunction” (as in all 
“these cases, the object of Injunction is the sacrifice only). Becanus: 
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would not mvolve a syntactical split, yet, imasmuch as the fact of bring- 
ing about (or employing) the Méuv ri verses themselves has not been 
previously laid down, any reference to this (as 18 mevitable ın the said 
construction) cannot be quite allowable And hence the sentefce will 
have to be construed as—(1) ‘ tatra révatyak prayoktavyah, (2) tisu ca vāra- 
vantiyam, etc °, and this would imvolvea syntactical split, and make the 
word ‘ étasya’ wholly redundant 

The followmg argument might be brought forward “ For the sake 
“of the word ‘etasya’, we could take the sentence as follows—(1) the 
“Injunctive part ‘éfasya revatyah hartavyfth, tsu ca Varavantiyam, 
“ tacca phalaya’, and (2) the reference part , the word ‘ yojeta’ being taken 
‘as merely referring to the previously mentioned Agmishtut sacrifice.” 

But thus too, the sentence 1s made to lay down three distinct facts, 
and as such syntactical split becomes inevitable ,and furthe:, as for the 
Agmshtoma Sma, we cannot speak of its connection as being either 
enjoined or only referred to (ım the sentence in question). If this connec- 
tion were enjoined, then masmuch as the mere presence of the Agnish- 
toma Sama has been pointed out by the previous Injunction, the word 
‘ etasya > would be absolutely useless , and such an Injunction would also 
involve a syntactical spht This 1s one way of taking the said text of the 
Bhashyc 

Some people, however, take the word ‘état’ im the sense that 1s 
pomted out by its posrtion,—namely, that of qualifymg the Révat? And 
imn that case, the construction of the sentence in question would be 
hke this ‘éasya yä Revatyah tise viravantiyam Aynishtoma sima 
Lrtv@’ But im this case also, inasmuch as there is no specification of 
the sagrefice (at which all this ıs to done),—as the word ‘ëētasya’ is 
wholly taken up in qualifying the Hévati, we do not take 1t with ‘ Aynish- 
foma’, as ‘etasyi agnishioma’ , specially as even if such a relationship 
between the two words were meant to be expressed, there would bea 
syntactical split 

Though the question—“ how do you youself avoid the syntactical 
splat ?”—should have been put by the opponent, after all the possible 
constructions of the sentence in question, m accordance with the Pirvapu- 
ksha, had been refuted,—yet the Pirvapakshin reasons thus in his mind 
‘When we have so thoroughly refuted the position of the Siddhiintin, all 
these syntactecal splits that he has brought forward are mere magical 
illusions in the void (of his own intellect); and so I will just put 
him the question, —how do you yourself avoid the sard syntactical split ?? 

The Siddhanti replies by puttmg forward the following const: uction . 
‘ Revatishu rkshu viravantiyam siima krivā pagukdmo yagéta’, and the 
sensé of the reply is that when the sentence in question 1s taken, as laying 
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the Varavantiya, inasmuch as it is sung (and as such forms an action in 
itself), what can it have to do with another Action (the Sacrifice, for 
instance) ? 

That is to say, in the case of such accessories as the Dadhi, the 
Milking vessel and the like, we find that, without an Action, their very 
character of “Instrument” cannot be attained ; and as such they stand 
in need of some such Action. As for the Véravantiya, however, inas- 
much as it is denotable by the root ‘ gāyati’, it is an action in itself; and 
as such, even without any other Action, it is capable by itself, just like 
the sacrifice, of accomplishing the desired result ; and thus not standing 
in need of another Action, it would not be connected with any such, it 
would, when sung by itself on the basis of the Révatz verses, bring about 
its result, independently of the performance of any such sacrifice as the 
Agnishtut. And in that case, the words—‘ ztasya’, ‘ agnishtoma-sima’. 
‘hkrivā’ and ‘yajéta’—would all become wholly unconnected (and 
irrelevant) with the previous sacrifice (the Agnishtut). 

Consequently we must conclude that the Result (mentioned in the 
sentence in question) follows.from the Sacrifice; and this sacrifice, beins 
spoken of as qualified by properties wholly at variance with those of the 
previously mentioned Agnishtut, is wholly distinct from that sacrifice. 

The Bhashya explains the Sūtra as—Saméshu évanjatiyakéshu bhin- 
navakyéshu karmayuktum phalam bhavet. In this the word ‘saméshr’ 
expresses, either the fact of the (previous) sacrifice (the Agnishiut) and the 
(latter) accessory (Varavantiya) not standing to each other in the 
relationship of the Basis and the Based, because of the inherent incapa- 
bility of the two,—or that of the Varavantiya, which is an Action by itself. 
being wholly independent of any other Action. The expression ‘ bhinnu- 
vakyéshu’ means that though in the case of both theories—7.e., whether the 
sentence in question be taken as mentioning a particular result following 
from the employment of a certain accessory in connection with the actior 
mentioned in the previous sentence, or as laying down an altogether 
distinct Action,—the meaning of the second sentence would be different 
from that of the former, and as such the sentences would be distinct ; —yet 
the distinctness of the two sentences would be better justified by both ot 
them laying down two distinct Actions; because otherwise, there would 
remain a certain semblance of the two sentences forming a single 
compound sentence (which would not he quite justifiable in face of the 
distinctness of their signitications). 

Says the Bhashya—nahyétasya revatyak santi, etc. It is just possible 
that some people might construe the sentence in question as that— 
‘tasya ya révatyak, tdsu varavantiyam kriva’; but, though, in this case, 
in view of the Context, the reference to the former qualified Sacrificc 
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would not involve a syntactical split, yet, inasmuch as the fact of bring- 
ing about (or employing) the Bév itz verses themselves has not been 
previously laid down, any reference to this (as 18 mevitable in the said 
construction) cannot be quite allowable And hence the sentehce will 
have to be construed as—(1) ‘ tatra révatyak prayoktavydh, (2) tsu ca vāra- 
vantiyam, etc °, and this would mvolvea syntactical split, and make the 
word ‘&tasya’ wholly redundant 

The followmg argument might be brought forward “ For the sake 
“of the word ‘etasya’, we could take the sentence as follows—(1) the 
‘‘Injunctive part ‘éfasya revatyah hartavyith, t@su ca Varavantiyam, 
“‘taeca phalaya’, and (2) the reference part , the word ‘ yojeta’ being taken 

as merely referring to the previously mentioned Agnishtut sacrifice.” 

But thus too, the sentence is made to lay down three distinct facts, 
and as such syntactical split becomes inevitable ,and furthe:, as for the 
Agnishtoma Sima, we cannot speak of its connection as being either 
enjoined or only referred to (in the sentence in question). If this connec- 
tion were enjoined, then masmuch as the mere presence of the Agnish- 
toma Sama has been pointed out by the previous Injunction, the word 
‘ etasya? would be absolutely useless , and such an Injunction would also 
involve a syntactical split This is one way of taking the said text of the 
Bhashya 

Some people, however, take the word ‘état’ ın the sense that ıs 
pomted out by its position,—namely, that of qualifymg the Révat? And 
m that case, the construction of the sentence in question would be 
hke this ‘étasys ya Revatyah tsu varavanttyam Aynishtoma sama 
hrtva@’ But ın this case also, inasmuch as there is no specification of 
the sagrtfice (at which all this ıs to done),—as the word ‘@ftasya’ is 
wholly taken up in qualifying the Hévati, we do not take 1t with ‘ Aynosh- 
foma’, as ‘etasyā agnishtoma’ , specially as even if such a relationship 
between the two words were meant to be expressed, there would bea 
syntactical split 

Though the question—‘ how do you youself avoid the syntactical 
»plat ? ”—should have been put by the opponent, after all the possible 
constructions of the sentence in question, in accordance with the Pirvapa- 
ksha, iad been refuted,—yet the Pirvapakshin reasons thus im his mind 
‘ When we have so thoroughly refuted the position of the Siddbintin, all 
these syntactecal splits that he has brought forward are mere magical 
Wlusions in the void (of his own intellect); and so I will just put 
him the question, —how do you yourself avoid the sard syntactical split ?’ 

The Siddhanti replies by puttmg forward the following consti uction . 
‘ Revattshu rkshu viravantiyam sima krivā pagukimo yajéta’, and the 
sensé of the reply is that when the sentence mm question 1s taken as laying 
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down a new Action, it is quite possible for this Action to be laid down m 
a qualified form (in the way shown in the construction put forward) ; 
and as such the sentence having a single predicate, there would be no 
syntactical split involved. 

Question: “ Nanu arthabhedah yagacgcaivam hyapirvak kartavyak, 
“ Revalishu vadravantiyam apurvam’. That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“sentence would involve two Bhävanās mentioned in the sentence—viz., 
the one mentioned by the word ‘krtva’ and another by the word ‘ yajéta ’, 
“there could not but be a split in the syntax.” 

Answer : Not so; because what we mean is that the sentence lays 
down only one principal Bhavana (that signified by ‘ yazeta’) as qualitied 
by another secondary Bhivand (signified by ‘krtva@’). 

Objection: “ The relationship of the Revati and the Varavantiya could 
“ not be enjoined ; because as there could be no injunction of a qualification 
“ of qualifications (7.¢., of the connection which is a qualification of the brine 
“ing about, denoted by the root in ‘ krivā’, which again, according to 
“ von, is the qualification of the ‘ yaya’) ;—any such connection could not 
“ be enjoined by means of the Iujunctive Affix (Liñ.) ; and as for the affix 
‘¢Tiva’ (in ‘krtva’), it has not been mentioned by Panini, as having 
“the fuuction of the Injunctive. Hence, though the Bhavana may be 
‘spoken of as connected, yet, inasmuch as the activity of the human 
“agent should depend upon an Injunction, he would take that Bha- 
“‘vand to be as good as non-existent. Thus then, both the Revati and the 
‘“VGravantiya being qualifications of the Bhavana of the ‘ sacrifice ’ only, 
‘they could not be employed outside the sacrifice itself; and as there is 
“no ground for either of the two restricting the employment of the other 
“(that is whether the Revati restrict the Varavantiya or vice versa ig not 
“ ascertainable), both of them would come to refer to one and the same 
“ stotra.(Hymn); and then there being no such rule as that both of them 
“ should be employed in one and the same place, there would be many other 
‘ Samas—the Gayatri, and the rest --that could be based upon the Revati 
“verses (there being no rule restricting the Revut verses as the basis of 
“the Pdravantiya Sama only); and conversely the Vdravantiya Sama also 
“ would come to be based upon other verses—such as the Gdyatrt, the 
“ Brhat and the like. And under the circumstances, the idea brought 
“about by the expression ‘ Revatishu Varavatiyam’ would become abso- 
‘‘Jutely useless. Hence it must be concluded thal the sentence seems to 
‘lay down the Revati. verses, in reference to the Tärarantiya, which has 
“had its position duly ascertained (in connection with the previous 
 Agnish{ut sacrifice).” l | 

Reply: The aboye argument doer not affect out position; becansa 
frough the word Ariva’ does not uoe ty express an Injunetion, yet m 
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such cases as the one ın question, 1t 18 taken as pointing to an Injunetion 
all the same That is to say, whenever we meet with a sentence like 
‘adam krivā adam kuryat’ (having done this, one should do that),—if the 
action denoted by the verb with the ‘iva’ affix is one that has been 
previously mentioned else ere, then its mention in this sent. .ce 18 
simply m the shape of a motive cause or occasion (for the performance of 
the second action) , when, however, that action 18 not one that has been 
previously mentioned, then 1t 18 a means or instrument of the accomplish- 
ment of the second Action , because that Action, which 1s distinctly laid 
down as to be performed after the accomplishment of a previous Action (that 
which 1s mentioned by the word ending 1n ‘ ktvd’), can never be performed, 
unless that previous Action has been performed, and as sach the 
performance of the Action being found to be absolutely necessary, ıt 18 
admitted to be as good as directly enjoined Thus, 1u the case 1n question, 
the relationship of the Revati and the Varavantiya (mentioned by the 
wod ktv’) ıs such as has never been mentioned prior to the 
Injunction contained in the sentence m question, and as such ıt cannot be 
taken as a mere motive cause for the ‘ sacrifice’, and hence 1b cannot but 
be accepted as something to be actually performed or accomplished 

Objection “If the said connecteon comes to be something to be accom- 
“plished, how 1s 1t that ıt becomes related to the second Bhdvand, which 
“ also 1s something to be accomplished ? ” 

In reply, the Bhāshya says dvavétdvarthan krtv8tyésha gubdah paknots 
vaditum, abhinsrerttum pirvak@latdfica (the word ‘krtv@’ is capable of 
signifying both accomplishment and sequence) [and as signifying sequence 
it is only natural that ıt should pot to something that would be performed 
ufterwards] As to how a single word can have two significations, the 
Bhashya suys—we find this to be the case in certain instances; —as, for m- 
gtance, ın ‘ çopamänaya ` (bring the gona),—where thougk the ‘ bringing * has 
been previously cognised by other means, yet, the word ‘ gona’, though used 
im the sense of the ‘red horse’, and as such taking the place of the two 
words ‘red’ and * horse ’, does not entail a syntactical split (and the only 
season for this 1s that the single word signifies both redness and the horse) 
In the same manner, m the case in question, the affix ‘ktv@’ would 
signify accomplishment as well as sequence. 

(It has been argued above—Tezé, page 563—that the Injunction of the 
qualification of a qualification is not possible ; but this does not affect the 
case ın question , as] the qualification of a qualification can not be enjoined 
only in that case where that qualification, forming part of the Mater:al, 
18 not recogmsed as part of the Action itself That is to say, we shall 
show under Satia 1V—1—ii that itis only the qualification of the sacrificial 
materinl that 1s not touched by the Injunction. As for the connection 


VARAVANTIYA, ETC., ARE DISTINCT ACTIONS, 787 


between the Révati and the Vdravantiya, it serves as a necessary quali- 
fication of the action of“ accomplishment” (denoted by the root ‘hr’ 
in ‘kriva’); becanse mere “ accomplishment” being a generic term, unless 
it were qualified, it could not be recognised as something to be brought about. 

Thus then, in accordance with the declaration “mrshyamahé havishd 
viceshanam” it must be admitted that the ‘accomplishment’ (denoted 
by ‘kr’ in ‘kytv@’), which serves to qualify the Bhavana expressed 
in connection with the root ‘yāys’ (in ‘ yagéta’), is itself qualified by 
the connection between the Révati and the Varavantiya. Thusit is, too, 
that certain Materials and Deities, qualifying the Praydjas that are quali- 
fications of an Action (the Darga-Parnamasa), come to be laid down as to 
be utilised in those sacrifices. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question serves 
to specify the Rk (Ravati) and the Sama (Varavantiya) in connection 
with the Bhavana (expressed in ‘ yagéta’), which is qualified by a certain 
relationship (of that Rk and that S@ma) that has been duly accomplished 
(as expressed by the word ‘krivā’). And in this case, the word 
‘ krivā’ should be taken as denoting the particular order of sequence in 
which the various factors of the sacrifice are to be thought of (or deter- 
mined upon), and not as denoting actual performance; because the Sama 
is not employed before the Sacrifice itself (and if the word ‘krtra’ 
expressed actual performance, then the s@ma would have to be used before 
the sacrifice, as indicated by the sequence expressed by that word); and 
hence we donot take the sentence to mean that we should perform the sacri- 
fice after ie Paravantiya Sama has beem sung in connection with the Révati 
verses ; all it does denote is that we should think of the singing of that 
Sama awto be performed, and then proceed with the actual performance 
of the gacrifice. 

Objection : “ Theas too, there are many objects of the Injunction—the 
“ Révati verses, the Varavantiya, the relationship of these, the Sacrifice, and 
“ the desire for cattle. That is ta say, the Injunction being assumed in 
“ connection with each object that happens to be mentioned in the sen- 
“ tanco, there come to be many objects for it ; and that leads toa syntactical 
é apliit.” 

Reply : This does not affact us; because we have already explained 
that the multiplicity of objects spoken of does not bring about the multi- 
plicity of the object of the Injunction. 

If, however, what you mean is the multiplicity of those that are en- 
joined as fulfilling some useful purposes,—then, we offér you the following 
reply : Even though many such useful ohjocta may be mentioned, yet there 
ig only one that forms the object of the Injunction ; and this one object, in 
the casein question, is the qualified DhAvanit counected with the ‘ sacritice ’, 
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Qbhjechon “The Révati verses also are found to be enjomed in the 
sentence m question (over and above the said Bhdvand). Your reply 
“would be all mght, if the said multiplicity of objects depended only 
“upon that which 1s directly mentioned , ın the case in question, however, 
“we find that all of the objects-—Révai?, etc —are distinctly enjoined as 
“useful; and as such there can be no doubt as to the said multiplicity ” 

Reply Al that happens to be predicated 1s not spoken of as ‘artha 
(meaning or object of the Injunction) , that alone is spoken of as the ‘ ob- 
ject’ which 1s connected with the principal Injunction , and there can be no 
doubt that there ıs only one such object m the sentence ın question This 
18 what is meant by the Bhashya—nahyatidntkasya pr oyojanatvéndbhi- 
pretasyanékam padam vidhiyakam That is to say, inasmuch as all 
othe: mimor actions spoken of ın the sentence form part of the principal 
action of the Sacrifice, their cognition cannot be complete until that of the 
Bhran of ‘Sacrifice’, and when this quahfied Bhavana has been en- 
joined, there remaims nothing more to be looked for. 

Thus then, we conclude that the real object of the sentence bemg one 
only, there ıs no syntactical spht, while we have shown the many splits 
that are consequent upon the taking of the sentence as the Injunction of 
an accessory detail for the previous Agnishtut sacrifice 

The Bhashya brings forward another argument of the opponent 
“ Athocyéta Revatyddssarvavipeshanavigishio yaga étasyagnishtutd vidhi- 
yuté” This argument has been brought forward with the sole purpose of 
justifying the use of the word ‘tasya.’ Though this argument admits of 
the Action mentioned by the sentence m question being distinct from the 
previous Aynishfut, yet, masmuch it makes the sentence lay down the 
Result as connected with the Action,—yet ıt is opposed to our own view ; 
and hence we shall refuteit. The argument may be thus explained “The 
“ text in question may be construed thus—Révatishu Varvantiyam agn- 
“shtoma sima krivG étasyangana yazéta (Having sung the Varavantiya in 
“the Révati verses, one should perform this sacrifice, as subsidiary to the 

“previous Agnashtut) The advantages attendant upon this construction 
“would be two-fold: (1) there would be no reason for rejecting that 
“ which is pointed out by the Context, and (2), the use of the word 
““* étasya’ would be justified as pointing to that (Agnishtut) which 1s 
“in close proximity with itself, in the Context,” 


To this argument, we make the following reply: The above con- 
struction 1s not possrble ; because that would make the word ‘ pagukdmah}’ 
wholly irrelevant, and if you do not reject 1b as such, 1ts inclusion would 
involve a syntactical split, as a single Action cannot, at one andthe same 
time, be laid down as forming part of another sacrifice (the Agnishtut) and 
also as accomplishing a certain result (Cattle) 


VARAVANTIYA, ETC., ARE DISTINCT ACTIONS. 739 


Objection: “ Athaivamucyéta ‘ Revatishu kriena varavantiyena pagu- 
k&mo yazéta.’ ” 

Though this view has been already dealt with, yet it is brought for- 
ward again by the Bhashya, with a view to show another discrepancy in it. 
Or it may be that, in all cases where an Injunction mentions the fulfilment 
of a desirable end by means of certain accessories, people performing sacri- 
fices have two distinct notions:—(1) some people, like the Mimamsakas, 
believe the Result to follow from the Accessory, (2) while others believe 
that the Accessory only helps in the Sacrifice, and it is the Sacrifice thus 
aided that brings about the particular result. And it is in accordance with 
this latter view that the above objection has been put forward. 

The construction of the texts, in accordance with the above argument 
of the opponents, would be as follows :—“ ‘ Desiring Brahmic glory, we 
“should always perform the Agnishtut ; but if we desire the acquisition 
“of cattle, then we should perform the same sacrifice as qualified by the 
“ Révati verses (and the Varavantiya sung in connection with them).’ In 
“ this case, we find that the Injunctive affix (in the ‘Yayeta’” of the sentenve 
“in question) would serve to enjoin what is in close proximity with it 
“(yiga the Agnishtut sacrifice); but being taken up by something else 
“ (i.e. the qualification), it would not lay down the original appearance of 
“that Action; and as for the qualified character of the sacrifice, this 
‘would be based upon the Injunction. That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“ affix would enjoin the sacrifice with reference to the Result, it would not 
“ have to be removed from its legitimate sphere ; and as not pointing to the 
“appearance of any Action, it could not lay down any such appearance ; 
“then as for the Injunction of many things,—just as in the case of the 
“sentence laying down the original appearance of a distinct Action, 
“sguch Injunction of many things is said to be for the purpose of the said 
“ Injunction of the Action ; so, too, would it be in the case of the sentence 
“being the Injunction of the Result; as in this case also what is actually 
“ enjoined is the Action itself, with reference to the particular result. It is 
“with a view to all this that we have said—‘atha Révatishu krtena 
“ Varavantiyéna papukamo yajēta. As for the Instrumental ending in ‘ Vär- 
“vantiyéna,’ it actually denotes Instrumentality, inasmuch as the Vara- 
“ vantīya is an Instrument that helps, through the Stotra, the performance 

‘of the sacrifice. Or it may be taken as denoting a characteristic,—the 
“ sense of the sentence being that ‘one desiring cattle should perform the 
“ Agnishtut sacrifice as characterised by the Varavantiya, etc.” 

To the above, the Bhdshya makes the following reply : natvam gakyam, 
ryantarapragdnat vigeshahdndt vargunyam. That is to say, if the Action 
meant in the sentence in question be the same as the previous Agnish{ut 
sacrifice, then, inasmuch as the previous sentence haa laid down the 
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Agniehtoma sima, ım connection with that sacrifice, as based upon the 
Vadyavyd verses,—if m accordance with the sentence in question, the same 
stima were to be sung as based upon the Revati verses, that would canse a 
flaw in the sacrifice, as being deprived of the previously mentioned basis 
of the s@ma, in the shape of the Vdyavya verses. 

Olyection “When you yourself were faced by the argument that— 
“c many other sdmas also come to be sung in connection with the Revati 
‘ verses’—~you urged in defence tiie argument that-—‘the word krtoa 
“serves to lay down the fully accomplished relationship of the Revati and 
“the Vdravaniiya for the sake of the sacrifice, for the word 18 quite capable 
“of signifying two meanings etc., sto, etc, etc.’ (And so we too could 
“ bring forward the same argument in support of our view, )” 

The Siddhanti, however, thinks that an Injunction of many things 
18 possible only inthe case of the sentence laymg down a new Action, 
and not ın any other case, with this in view, he makes the followmg 
reply What we say is possible ın our case, because there is a direct declara- 
tron to the effect, while, in your case, as there ıs no such direct declaration, 
15 would be impossible to obtain the Revat? verses by merely getting hold 
of the Varavaniiya ; and as such, the said argument cannot help you. 

The opponent retorts—“ Then we too may have a direct declaration— 
“such as‘ pagukamo Révatishu vitravantiyamabhinurvartayét tato yajeta * ;— 
“that is to say, the Injunction would be that of a quahfied Action with 
“reference to a particular result; or that the word ‘kriva’ being the 
“required Injunctive word, the ‘yaeta’ may be a mere reference to the 
“ previously mentioned Agnishiut sacrifice, and the sense of this is that 
“even though the Injunction lays down the accessory with reference to the 
“ Result, there ss nothing in the sentence that lays down the onginel 
“ appearance of the sacrifice.” 

In reply to this, the Siddhanti proceeds to show his own desirable con- 
clusion that he draws from the Apparent Inconsistency of the said ‘ Injunc- 
tiop of many things:’ If any such declaration as you bring forward 
becomes an established fact, then the fact of the sentence in question lay- 
ing down a distinct Action, and not the mere accessory of the previons 
Agnishtut, becomes fully established. 

Objection: “Nanu tato yajéta sti ydginuvadat yagéndsydtgaprayo- 
“ganasambandho bhavishyatt. [In that case, the word ‘yajéta’ referring 
“ to the previous sacrifice, what is lad down in the sentence in question would 
“ be taken as related to the Agnishtut as its subsidiary.]” 

In this the opponent only reiterates (in the Bhashya) his former argu- 
ment, not admittmg the defeat meant by the Siddhanti to be. inflicted by 
the bringing forward of the ‘direct declaration.” He is met by the 
assertion (in the Bhdshya), This is not possible, etc. The sense of this 
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argument of the Siddhant¢ is that if the Varavantiya qualified by the Revaté 
verses be taken as laid down (by the sentence in question) with reference 
to the sacrifice (the Agnishtut),—then, in that case, it would be necessary 
(for the sentence in question) to make a reference to that sacrifice; and 
hence as it would be merely referred to in the sentence, it could not be related 
either to the accessory or to the Result mentioned in the sentence; and as 
such the reference itself would be wholly superfluous ; if, on the other hand, 
it be related to any or both of them, there would be a syntactical split. If 
again the sentence be taken as laying down a sacrifice as qualified by certain 
accessories,—then, inasmuch as there would be no reason for recognising 
this sacrifice to be the same as the Agnishfut, it could not but be admitted 
to be a distinct Action by itself. Nor could the sentence be construed as 
‘ yat pagukdmo yajéta, etc. —the reference being to the Result; this would 
not be possible, because as the particular result herein mentioned is not 
mentioned previously in the context, there could be no reference to it. 

This argument also sets aside the view that the sacrifice (Agnish{wt) 
is the motive cause of the Injunction of the Varavantiya. 

Thus then, inasmuch as there would be no very strong ground for 
connecting the Vdravantiya with the Bevat? verses (and not with the 
other verses), the rejection of the particular Va@yavyad verses previously 
mentioned would make a deficiency in the sacrifice. 

Objection: “Atha yagasambandho’nuvadak, prakaranéna cañgðta. 
“ That is to say, the result following from the Accessory, what the sen- 
“tence does is to refer to the fact, pointed out by the context, of that 
“ being subsidiary to the sacrifice.” 

It might be argued, against the Bhashya bringing forward this objec- 
tion, that there is no difference between this objection and that brought 
forward with regard to the particular relationship of the Basis and the 
Based, that has been already refuted (see Text, page 558). 

But there is a distinct difference between the two cases. On the for- 
mer occasion, we have refuted the application, to the case in question, of 
the law laid down under Sūtra III—i—18 ; that is to say, that application 
could be possible only on the recognition of the said subsidiary character, 
and hence the relationship of the Agnishtoma-sama would become very 


To the above objection, the Bhāshya makes the following reply: The 
Syntax is always more authoritative than the Context. The said relationship 
of the Basis and the Based could be accepted only when it is found to be pos- 
sible, as being in keeping with the connection of the particular result ; but 
we have already shown that no such connection is possible, while the rela- 
tionship of the Primary and Subsidiary (ov Whole and Part) could be pos- 
sible only by. veing included in the Procedure of the Sacrifice: as a matter 
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of fact, however, ıt ıs not so included, as we shall show under Siha 
TiI—in—11, where ıt ıs mentioned that thut which ıs not connected, etc , 
ete , becomes included in the Procedure,—while we hnd the sentence m ques- 
tion connected with a particular Result 

Thus then, there being no mcongruity, the sentence in question must 
be tiken as laying down a distinct Action qualified by a particular Accs- 
sory and a definite Result 

The following argument might here be brought forward “Even 
“though the sentence may lay down a distinct Action, the Result would 
“ follow from the Accessory as helped by that Action ” 

‘This is refuted by the well-recognised fact of the Result following 
from the saciifice, as 1s distinctly mdicated by the proximity of the In- 
junctive affix (with the root ‘ yaz: °), as has been shown under the Bhavai- 
thadhkarana (I1I—i—1), wherein the two alte:natives (as to the result 
following from the Accessory or the Action) have been duly considered 
Consequently the sentence in question must be taken as forming the 
injunction of an independent Action 

Objectton “The qualified saciifice being the object enjomed, how 
“ could the Aguishjoma-s@ma, whichis an Action other than that sacrihce, 
“be connected with the particular qualification (in the shape of the 
“ Varavantiya as sung in connection with the Revaii verses) ? ” 

Reply It ıs by direct assertion As shown before, the assertion 
meant here is the one whose existence is cognized by means of indirect 
implication, m the form—‘the connection of the Revati and the Vd av- 
antiya 13 to be wrought out of the Agmishtoma-sa@ma’ Though as a 
matter of fact, there exists no such particular s@ma named ‘ Agnishtoma,’ 
out of which the VGravantiya might be wrought out,—yet what is meant 
is that 1t 1s to be wrought out of the Yupfayayiiiya-sima, which 1s men- 
tioned in the context Or, the expression ‘out of the Agnishtuma-sama’ 
might mean that the Varavantiya would exist in the midst of the effects 
of the Stotra (the Agmshtoma), as serving the purpose of accomplishing 
1t 

For these reasons we conclude that m the case of sumilar sentences, 
the Result would be connected with the Action 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
[A single result follows from the Saubhara and the Nidhana.] 


Stitra (28): “Because of the mention of human effort in 
“ connection with the Saubhara, there must be a distinct desirable 
“result connected with the Nidhana.” 


From among the Ukthya Hymns, the Saubhara is the Brahmas@ma 
that has been laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma ; in connection 
with this we have the sentences ‘ Yadi Ruthantaram,’ etc., which serve to lay 
down certain motive causes ; and then later on, we meet with the sentence — 
(1) ‘ Y6 vrshtikamo yo'nnadyakamé yak svargakamak sa saubharéna stuvita’,— 
which mentions the three results in connection with the Saubhara which is 
a necessary accompaniment of the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, in accordance 
with the rule that all such desirable results are connected with the neces- 
sary accompaniment, because this is equally present in all cases; and it 
will be shown later on, under Sëtra LV—iii—5, that such an accompani- 
ment can be only that which helps the sacrifice and fulfils a desirabie end of 
the human agent; and under Sūtra [V—iii—26, that the several results 
mentioned follow from the said necessary accompaniment, alternatively. 
Then again, with reference to the aforesaid Saubhara, we have the follow- 
ing sentence—(2) ‘ Hishiit vrshtikdmaya nidhanam kuryāt, ürgityannād- 
yakamitya, un iti svargakamaya.’ [‘ Nidhanam’ is the concluding part of 
the sa&ma.] 7 

In connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider 
the following question: Does the Saubhara (mentioned in the former 
sentence) bring abont its result by itself, independently of the Nedhanas, 
‘hish’ and the rest (mentioned in Sentence (2) ), which bring about sepa- 
rate results of their own (apart from that of the Saubhura),—or these 
‘hish,’ etc., have been laid down as the various instruments which, when 
employed in connection with the same aforesaid Saubhara, help it in 
bringing about the said results ? 

Though this question has nothing to do with the difference or non- 
difference of Actions, yet it has been introduced here as in a way con- 
nected with the subject. Or, it may be that, like the difference and non- 
difference of Actions, the difference and non-difference of the resultant 
Apttria also forms the subject-matter cf th. Adbutya, 

Tan 


794 TANTRA-VARTIKA ADH H—PĀDA II—ADHI, (13) 


Specially as the question herein introduced affects the actual per- 
formance of the Action also for instance, at the time that the Saubhara 
has been commenced by one who wants Ram (1), would the other two 
Nidhanas (rg and an) be used at the/time (along with the Saubhara), 
with a desire for the other two results (Food and Heaven), and a distinc- 
tion be made between the two desires for Razn also,—if the three results 
mentioned 1n the latter passage as following from the thiee Widhunas were 
different from those very results mentioned in the forme: passage as follow- 
1ng from the Saubhara itself, (2) or the latter sentence only serves to 
specify the particular Nidhanas for the same Suubhara (as leading to the 
three particular results), and hence at the time that one has commenced 
the Suubhara for the sake of ta:n, he shonld make use of the “ Aish” 
Nidhana only, the Hain mentioned (in the second sentence along with 
this Nzdhana) being the same (as that mentioned previously along with 
the Saubhara) ,—and similarly with the Saubhara, when performed for 
the sake of Food or Heaven 

As tothe origin of this Donbt, some people explain it as lying in 
the two peculiar consti uctions that the Bhdshya has put upon the sen- 
tence in question, and accordingly the question becomes reduced to a 
verbal one, vız ‘Are the words ‘hish,’ ete, connected directly with the 
words ‘desire for rain, etc ,’ or with the word ‘ Nidhana’ only ? ” Though 
the word ‘ Nidhana’ 18 not mentioned along with ‘ ary’ and ‘an,’ yet there 
18 always a desire on our part to learn what these are, and through pruær 
mity they come to be recognised as ‘ Nedhanus.’ 

On the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A) 


“The ‘hish’ and the rest mentioned in the latter sentence bring 
“about distinct results of ther own,—(1) because they are laid down 
“over again, (2) because the distinct mention of the result in the latter 
“sentence could be justified ouly if these resulta were distiuct, and (3) 
“because this interpretation makes possible the acquisition of many 
“more desirable results 

“ That 1s to say,—(1) If the results mentioned in the latter sentence 
“were the same as those that followed from the Saubhara itself, then 
‘“their repetition (ın the latter sentence) would be wholly useless, be- 
“ cause in that case, there would be nothing that would be laid down by 
“the sentence in question ; because the ‘hish’ and the rest are already 
“ known, from other Vedic texts, as the Nidhanas of the Saubhara (and the 
“only other object spoken of in the sentence is the result, and this you 
“ take to be the same as that previously mentioned , and so the sentence 
“would have nothing new to say). Nor can it be wged that the 
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“ sentence in question would serve the purpose of restricting the Nedhanas 
‘because these being directly laid down (in other Vedic texts) as the 
« Nidhanas to be employed, they can not rightly be set aside on the 
“strength of any such implied restrictions. As a matter of fact, in all 
“vases, restriction, as serving the sole purpose of setting aside something, 
“ig highly objectionable. But when all other objects are indirectly im- 
“plied, then it is possible for the one that is directly laid down to set 
“ aside those; in the case in question, however, the use of the ‘ hish’ and 
“ the rest is not implied indirectly ; and hence the injunction of any one 
“of themcannot set aside the rest. Because we find that they are all 
“ directly laid down by the text that lays down the Saubhara ; and under 
‘ the cirenmatances, it is scarcely right to take any one of them as set- 
“ting aside the rest, on the mere ground of a repetition actuated by an 
“Injunction; specially when this latter admits of another explanation. 
“Tn accordance with our theory, however, the use of ‘ hish’ and the rest 
“ having the capability of bringing about distinct results of their own, 
“ would be more desirable, for the agent, than those that have been men- 
“ tioned as forming part of the Saubhara and thereby helping in the 
‘accomplishment of the sacrifice ; and on the ground of this greater 
“ desirability the former would very rightly set aside all the latter. 

“ (2) The sentence in question would serve a useful purpose, only 
“if it laid down the relationship (causal) between the ‘ Rain,’ etc., and 
“the ‘hish, etc, which is not laid down in any other sentence. And 
“ this would also save us from the anomaly of taking the word ‘ Vrshii- 
“kämak’ as a mere qualification of the Saubhara, in a sentence which 
“ would be taken as serving to restrict the Nidhanas,—while itis quite 
“capable of being taken directly by itself (as mentioning the result 
“ following from the Nidhanas). 

“(3) In the Veda, which consists of Injunctions, we always want a 
“lot of desirable results, because that makes it easier for the Injunctions 
“ to urge the human agents to action. 

“For these reasons we conclude that the results following from the 
“ Nidhanas are distinct from those mentioned as following from the 
“ Saubhara itself.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (29): Inasmuch as those mentioned in the sentence 
in question are exactly the same as those mentioned before, the 
mention of the Results would refer to the Saubhara; and the 
repetition would serve the purpose of restricting the Nidhanas. 


To the above Pirvapaksha we make the following reply— 
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SIDDHANTA (A) 


The ‘hish’ cannot be connected with the Result, because that would 
make the mention of the nidhana wholly redundant; while if the nidhana 
be taken as connected with the Saubhara, the Result could be tuken as 
qualifying the Saubhara. 

That 1s to say, if we were to take the sentence as—‘ one should bring 
about ram by means of the hish, and by that as a nidhana of the Sau- 
bhara’—, there would be a syntactical split; for if the ‘ hish’ were not con- 
nected with the Saubhara, then the sentence would be wholly redundant 
In accordance with our theory, there is nothing without,some use; and 
out of the things spoken of m the sentence in question, the Saubhara, as 
bringing about Rain, etc , mentioned in another sentence, has already been 
laid down elsewhere, as also the Results themselves , and hence all that the 
seutence has got to lay down is the relationship between the ‘ hish,’ etc., 
and the Saubhzra, and as such there is no syntactical split. 

Nor ıs the sentence altogether useless, as it serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular ndhanas. Even apart from any consideration 
of the one being more desirable, there is, in the case in question, a distinct 
setting aside of the one by the other, on the ground of one being more 
generic in ite character than the other ; as for mstance, the word ‘ Saubhara’ 
applying to all parts of that sfma, it is only by indirect mduication that 
al, its ssdhanas (hish, etc.) could be mentioned by the sentence speaking 
of the ‘ Saubhara* , while the sentence in question mentions the particular 
mdhanas directly , and as such this latter is more authoritative than the 
former (and as such this would very well restrict the use of the nidhanas 
imphed in the former sentence). And just as that which 1s implied 18 set 
aside by that which is directly mentionrd, so is also that which is mdirect- 
iy indicated, Or, the sentence in question does not set aside any thing 
of the song mentioned by the word “ Saubhara”; because all that ıt does 
1 to lay down certam letters ‘hish’ for mstance’, and as such it would set 
aside certain other letters only (and not the song itself). If the sentence 
had laid down the part of some other song, then the part of the Saubhara 
would be set aside by that ; as a matter of fact, however, the restriction of 
the nidhana only serves to preclude certain lettera of the stobha (the 
sama). And as such there is no anomaly of the preclusion of that which 
has been directly laid down. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the repetition of the Results in 
the sentence in question serves to restrict the nidhanas. 


There is something to be said against the above interpretation of 


the Adhikaraza , and this we proceed to show as follows :—~ 
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As for the form of the Doubt itself, there can be no such doubt; be- 
cause the construction of the sentence in question is wholly different from 
that on which the abovementioned Doubt has been based ; because (in the 
sentence ‘hishiti urshtikamaya nidhanam’), ‘hish’ cannot be taken along 
with ‘ nidhanam,’ because of the intervention, between them, of the word 
‘orshtikdmaya, as it would be very undesirable to take the sentence as 
* hish is the nidhana, etc.’ (This is the case of the above representation of 
Pirvapaksha.) 

So alsoin the case of the above representation of the Siddhanta, if 
the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘hish’ with reference to the 
‘nidhana’ as qualified by ‘desire for rain,—then, inasmuch as it would 
contain a reference to a qualified object, there would be a distinct syntac- 
tical split. If it be taken as laying down the hish with reference to the 
ntdhana only (not qualified by ‘desire for rain’), then the mention of the 
Result would be wholly useless. Because the connection with all n¢dhanas 
has already been laid down by the mere mention of the ‘ Saubhara’ ; and 
hence no useful purpose would be served by the sentence laying down 
such a connection only. If again, the sentence be taken as— orshitka- 
miya yat saubharam tasya yannidhanam tatra hish padamprayuizita’ 
(one should use the word ‘ hish’ in the nidhana of that Seubhara which is 
sung for the sake of Rain),—then, inasmuch as this would involve various 
predications, there would be a syntactical split. Though ‘desire for rain,’ 
‘Saubhara’ and its ‘nidhanas’ have all been mentioned before, yet, inas- 
much as there are many other sidhanas present in the Saubhara, it is neces- 
sary to make an attempt to preclude these; and thereby the sentence 
would come to serve more purposes than one; and that would entail a 
syntactical split. 

Then again, the Siddhanta, as represented above, has not quite effectu- 
ally refuted the Pirvapaksha ; as the fact of the hish, etc., being nidhanas 
is mentioned by the Veda itself. 

For the above reasons, we mast explain the Adhikarava as follows :— 

The hish being taken with the word ‘ orshtikamaya,’ there arises a 
doubt as to whether the sentence points to its connection with the Result 
or with the Means. That is to say, the sentence being taken as ‘ Aishits 
urshjikdmaya,’ there arises a doubt as to whether the Aish is related 
directly to the Result, or to a particular Means (in the shape of the 
Seubhara) as qualified by that Result ? 

In fact, it is this construction of the sentence that has been shown in 
the Bhashya, by means of the sentences—hishiti nidhanamiti, stat phalam. 
bhavatit:. The sentence—vreshtikdmayéti skubharavicéshanam (Bhashya) 
—means that the Saubhura not being mentioned by name in the sentence 
in question, it is only by means of indirect indication that it could 
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be qualified by the Result therein mentioned. The assertion—na hisha 
sambandhat—means that the hish has no connection with the form of the 
resalt 

And then, masmuch as the position of the Pirvapaksha based upon 
the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the collective Injunction relating to the sacrifice in question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“If every one of the nzdhanas were restricted with reference to the 
“ Jaubhara as engaged m fulfilling 1ts own function,—then, inasmuch 
“as the Injunction of the Aish and the rest would be established by the 
“ very fact of these being brought forward by the collective Injunction of 
“ the sacrifice ın question, there would be no use of another Injunction of 
“them (in the sentence in question), No such collective Injunction, how- 
“ever, 1s capable of expressing the independent relationship of the hish 
“ with the particular Result, and as such, in giving expression to this rela- 
“tionship, the sentence would be serving a distinctly useful purpose. 

“ And further, the word ‘ wrshfkdmaya’ having directly mentioned 
“the human agent concerned,—it is only natural that when this agent 
“comes to look for the means of accomplishing that Result, this want 1s 
“suppled by the mention of ‘hish’, ete Otherwise (if the result be- 
“longed to the Saubhura, then) this Sawbhara could be mentioned as the 
“means sought after, only through indirect Indication, based upon the 
“fact of its occurring in the same context and being capable of bringing 
‘‘ about the Result ın question, And certamly there can beno ground for 
“having recourse to such an indirect Indication (so long as the want 1s 
“ found to be supplied by means of direct Assertion). 

“ This representation of the Pirvapaksha appears to have been intended 
“by the Bhdshya, as is shown by the sentence—tathA@grutilakshand vishayé 
té Pos Md 


SIDDHANTA (B) 


The Siddhānta, in that case, would be represented as follows — 

The previous sentence having spoken of a certain Result as following 
from the Saubhara as a whole, what the sentence in question does is to 
restrict the particular mdhanas of the Saubhara with reference to each 
one of the results mentioned (and thus the mention of the results in the 
previous latter sentence 1s a reference to the very same results mentioned 
in the sentence). i 

That is to say, inasmuch as the results mentioned m the sentence 
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in question are distinctly recognised as being the same as those mentioned 
previously in connection with the Suubhara as a whole,—we can never 
believe them to be distinct results (following from the particular Ni- 
dhanas). 

To the question—“ Why then should there be a repetition ? ”»—the 
answer is—Nidhandrtha punakgrutih (the repetition is for the purpose of 
restricting the Nidhanas). 

Question: “ Why should not the Hish, etc , be taken as connected with 
“the Results mentioned in the same sentence with themselves ? ” 

Answer: Just as in the previous Adhikarana (II—ii—27) the V dravatiya 
was found not to obtain its desired substrate in the ‘ Sacrifice —so, in the 
case in question also, the Hish, etc., do not obtain their proper receptacle 
in the Results. That is to say, if we take the sentence as meaning that 
‘one should accomplish the particular result by means of the Hish,’—we 
are at once led to look for the substrate, resting upon which the Hish would 
accomplish that Result. And then, the ‘Suubhara,” that happens to be 
mentioned in the Context, cannot be cognised as the required substrate ; 
because it is the whole sãma that is expressed by the word ‘saubhara’; and 
certainly the whole sīma cannot be accomplished by means of the ‘ Hish, 
in the same manner as the Homa is accomplished by means of the Dadht; 
because the Dudhi is capable of extending over the whole of the Homa, 
while the ‘ Hish’ cannot extend over the whole of the Saubhara; which is 
made up of many letters ; and so long as the ‘ Hish’ does not accomplish 
the Saubhara, there cannot be any such relationship between them as that 
of the Busts and the Based. What the ‘ Hish’ can accomplish, by pervading 
over it, is the NidAana ; but that does not form the subject of the Context ; 
and as such, it could not be the required substrate (of the ‘ Hish’), except on 
the authority of the syntax (of the sentence in question). And thus, the 
sentence itself serving the purpose of pointing out the relationship (of the 
‘ Hish’) with the result as its substrate,—there would be a distinct syn- 
tactical split. 

So also, if we take the sentence as laying down the relationship of the 
‘Hi:h with reference to every one of the Nidhanas, then, that would set 
aside the Context, and make the ‘ Hish’ connected with all the Sdmas; and 
then it would be necessary, somehow or other, to specify the Sdma as the 
‘Saubhara’; and this would require a deal of mental effort. 

Then again, even though the ‘Hish’ could be the means of accomplish- 
ing the Saubhara, through one of its parts,—yet inasmuch as the Suubhara 
consists of many parts, it is not quite clear where the ‘Hish’ is to be put in. 
That is to say, as a matter of fact, the accomplishment of the Nidhana, 
which is a part of the Saubhara, does not accomplish the Saubhara itself 
that forms the subject of the Context; because the part is not known as 
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the Suubhara, and we have already shown above that the Saubhara 
would be taken as the substrate of the ‘ Hish’, m whatever way ıb could 
be found to be capable of being such a substrate But even if we grant 
the fact of its beng the substrate,— inasmuch as the Saubhara is made up 
of many such parts as the ‘ Prastéva’ and the hke, ıt 1s not quite known 
im which part the ‘ Hish’ 1s to be roserted , specially as 1t cannot be said 
to be mserted in the Prast&va, in accordance with the law laid down 
under Sūtra XIl—in—23, because ın that case it could not be referred 
to as ‘ Nedhana’ (which 1s the concluding part of the Sama) 

The following argument might be brought forward “In the case of 
“the Ukthyas (Hymns) laid down for the sake of certain results, we find 
“that they have their substrate in the Jyot:shtoma, which is pointed out by 
“the Context, and over the whole of which they do not extend , and though 
“t has many constituent parts, yet the said Hymns are, ım accordance 
“ with another text, always placed at the end; and in the same manner, 
‘in the case ın question also, the ‘ Hish’ and the rest, laid down for the 
“ sake of certam results, would have the Saubhara for their substrate, and 
“ therem their position would be fixed by the Veda itself as the end of the 
“ Sama, and ıt would be this their character of ‘ Nidhana ° that would be 
‘‘ referred to ın the sentence m question.” 

To this we make the following reply What you say is not possible, 
because in the case of the Hymns, masmuch as they could not be employed 
at any other place, their position was fixed , as for the ‘ Hish’ on the other 
hand, it 18 capable of occupying many positions , and hence it 1s not quite 
surely indicated at which place ıt should be inserted. That 1s to say, 
as for the Hymns, masmuch as they are never found in any other place, 
and are something superphysical, it is only mght that they are never in- 
serted m the midst of the sacrifice , as a matter of fact, we have never found 
them occupying any other place , and so long as their position is not as- 
certained, their true form cannot be ascertammed, nor can they be connected 
with any result, and if they existed anywhere else, they could not be spoken 
of as ‘ Ukthya,’ which 1s a name applied ın accordance with the form (of the 
Sama), and as for the particular position that is pomted out by another 
sentence, 1618 not found to help the sacrifice in any way; and as such that 
position comes to be taken along with the mention of the particular 
Results , and hence ıt comes to be recognized as helping in the accom- 
plishment of those results In the case in question, however, the natural 
position of the ‘ Hish’ pointed out by the Veda has been mentioned by the 
Injunction of the Saubhara as helping the sacrifice and also as helpmg 
the accomplishment of a desirable result for the human agent, and in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as the ‘ Hish’ ıs laid down independently by 
itself, with regaid to the particular result, there 1s nothing to show 
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whether it (the ‘Hish ’) is tobe used in ordinary parlance, or in a Vedic 
sentence, or in another Sdma, or in another part of the Sama, or in that 
part of the Sāma which occurs in the Context. If the ‘ Hish’ were recog- 
nised as laid down in connection with that (part of the Saubhara) which 
forms the subject of the Context, then, inasmuch as the place of this 
part is already kuown, there would be no doubt as to the exact posi- 
tion of the ‘ Hish.’ 

Objection: “As the word is one and the same, the word ‘ Hishk’ that 
“ would be used in the case in question would be the same as that em- 
“ ployed in ordinary parlance ; and as such to whatsoever the ‘ Hish’ may 
“be cognised as pertaining, it would always occupy the same posi- 
“ tion.” 

Reply: This cannot be; because, even though the word be one only, 
it has a diversity of potencies, as with reference to the purpose served by 
it; and hence the position that the word occupies at one time, could not be 
the same at another time, when the purpose served by it would be wholly 
different. That is to say, the mere fact of the word being one does not 
lead to the conclusion that the position in which it has been found to be 
effective, in one place, would be its position in all cases ; for certainly the 
position occupied by Devadatta while taking his food is not the same as 
that occupied by him when fighting; as the particular position that a 
thing would occupy depends upon the purpose to be served, and not upon 
the form of the thing itself; and the form remains always the same, what- 
ever the position may be. Consequently, when the purposes to be served 
are different, a single thing comes to occupy different positions. So, in the 
case in question, the position of the ‘Hish’, as helping the accomplishment 
of the Saubhara, cannot be believed to be the same as that occupied by it 
while accomplishing a desirable result for the human agent. 

Objection: “As a matter of fact the Hish, in both cases, serves to 
“accomplish the desirable result of a human agent; and itis only by the 
“way that it helps also in the accomplishment of the Saubhara (and thus 
“ the purpose remaining the same, there would be no difference in the 
“‘ position).” 

Reply: Itis not so; because before the particular position of the 
‘ Hish’ has been duly ascertained, the Saubhara cannot be laid down as 
accomplished by it; and then, what you say would involve a mutual inter- 
dependence : the position of the Hish being ascertained by the fact of its 
helping in the accomplishment of the Saubhara, and tbis latter fact being 
based upon that position of the Hish. 

Objection: “Just asin the Abhyudctéshfi, even though the madhyama- 
“tandula, etc., are mentioned, yet the tazdula that is used is the same 
‘ that has been mentioned in the Context,—so, in the case in question 
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also the Hah ete would be taken as those referring to that (Saubhara} 
which 1s mentioned in the Context ` 
Rep'y What you say 3s quite proper in the case of the Abhyudatashtr , 

4 sty b cause we find the fandu’a thit 18 mentioned above to be referred 
to by the sentences mentioning the connection ot Deities, which supply the 
element wanting in the sentence contaming the word ‘ T.bhagute,’ which 
distinctly points to that which has been mentioned in the Context, and 
seconil., because the davesion of the Madhyamu ete which are mentioned 
by means of the word ‘ Yat ’, does not give rise to any 1dea apart from that 
of the ¢andula mentioned in the Couteat, and heuce no other taudula 
is taken up In the case in question, however, we find none of these 
reasons applying to the case of Hh, ete and hence theres nothing to 
set aside the idea obtaimed through the ordinary method of comprehen- 
sion. 

Thus then, masmuch as the meaning of the sentence cannot be as 
the Pirvapaksh: explaims, we offer another explanation 

When, look howsoever much we do, we do not find any relationship 
of the Result directly mentioned (in the sentence m question), then, m 
order t> save the Direct Denotation ot the sentence from being rejected, we 
take ıt as 1eferiing to the means of accomplishmg the mentioned results, 
which hive been pretiously spoken of mm the Context and hence the mean- 
ing of the sentence comes to be this ‘The word Arsh is subsidiary to the 
means of accomplishing the Rain ete, that have been mentioned in the 
Context? The word ‘irshktekima’ m this sentence pouting to that ‘2st 
kāäma` which has been mentioned before, comes to indicate only the Sau- 
bhia, as the means of accomplishing itself, and nothing else, nor is it 
counsel as indicating the means of the accomplishment of any other result 
And even though the ‘ Hish, etc, may have been aheady laid down (as~ 
put of the Suubhara), yet the sentence in question would serve the dis- 
tinctly useful purpose of restricting the Nidkanas, as has already been ex- 
pluned above (under Siddhanta, A) And these, ‘Aish,’ ete, would be 
restricted by the seuteuce in question, exactly im the same form as that in 
which they are imphed by the Saubhara, and (this form being that of the 
Nidhana), theu character of Nidkana, becoming accomplished even 
without the actual mention of the word ‘ mdhana,’ it 13 this character that 
is merely referred to in the sentence in question (thus there being no 
occasion for any syntactical split). This is what is shown in the Bhdshya 
— urshtikamaya saubharumastyera, etc , etc 


he 


ieee, denice 


This Adhikarana embodies the exception to two of the foregomg Adhi- 
karanas, viz , that the result follows from the Accessor y (11 —1-——26), and 
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that ıt follows from the Action and not from the Accessory (1I—ii—27). 
Because what is herein shown is that the sentence in question does not lay 
down the Result, but only indicates the ‘ Hish,’ etc., as part of the Saul- 
aara leading to the aforesaid results. 

The syntactical split that had been urged ag@inst us, would have been 
possible, if we admitted of a relationship of the Nidhana (with the Hish. etc.) 
orif we took the Nedhana as directly qualifying the Saubhvra. As a matter 
of fact, however, we do none of these; as we hold the relationship to exist 
between the Hish and the word ‘vrshtikama’; and the fact of the Nrdhana 
being the qualification of Saubhara, we deduce from the Context; and 
certainly the peculiarities deduced from the Context do not cause a 
syntactical split. And hence the anomaly of syntactical split does not 
quite apply to us. 


[ SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA.] 


There is yet another point to be considered, in this connection. (1) 
Does *+he sentence in question serve to restrict the Hish, etc., with reference 
to the means of accomplishing Rain, ete, in the shape of the Suvbhara: 
in whatever Rescension of the Veda the Sa@ma may be found to appear P or 
is the Saubhara to be employed for one desiring rain, in that form in 
which it appears in that Rescension wherein it is found with the JT inh as 
its Nidhana? Similarly with the other two Nidhanas—Urg and Un. 

And on this point we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Ag all the Saubharas appearing in the thousand Rescensions of the 
 Samavéda are recognised as optional alternatives, what the sentence in 
“ question does is merely to restrict the Hish, etc., with regard to the Deste 
“for Rain, etc., (the Saubhara being of any Rescension of the Samaveda).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: As a general rule, the 
song to be employed for the sake of Rain, etc., must be of that particular 
Rescension in which that song appears with those particular Nidhanas. 

Because in order that the form of the song may not be utterly destroyed, 
one song is never connected with the parts of another song ; and hence what 
is recognised as the alternative to be employed is the ehole of the song 
(together with its Nidhana and other parts); and as such all its restrictions 
should always follow the way in which it appears in the Veda. 

That is to say, the form of a Samu 1s ascertained wholly from the 
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Veda, and hence even the very slightest difference made mm 1ts text makeg 
it wholly unrecognisable as the same Consequently if the Nzdhana of one 
Rescension were to be employed in the song of another Rescension, the 
song itself would become wholly changed. Nor are any modifications of 
the song allowable, except in cases where we have a direct Vedic declara- 
tion of such modification,—as im the case of the word ‘gir’ being 
changed into ‘aram’, and also because of the possibility of the con- 
tiadiction being avoided by taking up the song of the same Rescension, 
there would be nothing to wariant the modification; as in all cases we 
admit of the modification, only on the ground of the original form being 
impossible to be used. In the case in question, however, we have a 
distinct song (wherein the Nidhana is quite compatible) ; and hence it 18 
with regard to this song of the Saubhara with the Nidhanas ‘ Hish, 
etc , that 1t appearing doubtful as to which of the Nedhanas 1s to be em- 
ployed, the sentence in question serves to restrict the use of each Nidbana 
And as the many alternatives conceived of are all in the form of the 
whole Sama (Saubhara, as with the one or the other Nidhana), and not 
in that of its parts, there can be no room for the Nidhana peculiar to 
other Rescensions And the sentence in question restricting the part 
(Nidhanz), the whole of the Sima becomes restricted thereby (as the 
restriction of the part cannot be possible without the whole being affected 
at the same time), just as when the Pupil is enjoined to eat out of a 
Kiinsya vessel, and that too of the food left by his Teacher, it becomes 
necessary for the Teacher also to eat in a vessel of the same metal (as 
otherwise the Pupil could not eat of the food left by him im the Kansya 
vessel) 

The sentence ın question is capable of yet another interpretation 
The sentence lays down the mere relationship between the Saubhkara and 
the Hash, both of which have been mentioned previously,—the construction 
of the sentence bemg ‘yat vrshfrkamdya saubharam, yacca hishityevam 
nidhanam, tadékatra sampadaniyam ’ 

Thus then, we conclude that the sentence serves to restrict the use of 
the whole Saubhara-sama (with reference to the various results). 


eia E 


THUS ENDS THE SECOND PADA OF ADHAYA It. 


ADHYAYA II. 


Pipa III. 


ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Grahdgrata is subsidiary to the Jyotishtoma.1 


Sätra (1): “The Accessory, being in connection with the 
“Sacrifice, would bring about a distinct Action, because the con- 
“nection is in its entirety.” 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma, from among the various alternative 
Samas, the Brhadrathantara has been laid down as the means of accom- 
plishing the particular Hymn (Prshtha) ; and then we find the sentence — 
‘ Yadi Rathantarasima somah syāt aindravadyavagran grahin grhniyat, 
yadi Brhatsdma gukragrin’ (‘If the Soma is connected with the 
Rathantara sama, precedence should be given to the holding of the vessels 
dedicated to Indra and Vayu, etc., etc., etc. oF 

And in connection witk these two sentences, there arises the following 
question with regard to the Action with its Accessory, that is mentioned in 
the latter sentence: Is it an action distinct from the Jyotishtoma, or is it 
the same Jyotishtoma mentioned over again, for the purpose of pointing 
out the reason for the precedence of the various vessels at the same sac- 
rifice, as characterised by the Rathantara Sama ? 

For the sake of this question, we have got to consider the following 
question— Is the Rathantara related to the sacrifice in its entirety (7.¢., is 
the Rathantara the only Sama to be used at it) P or is it related by mere 
existence (t.e., the Rathantara is one of the many used in the sacrifice) P 

And this leads us to yet another question—Is the Rathantara ac- 
cepted as qualified by the Sacrifice, or the Sacrifice as qualified by the 
Ruuthantara ? 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the presence of the word ‘yadz’ distinctly 
“ points ont the Rathantara as ® conditional motive, and as that forms 
“ the subject of the proposition, there could be no relation of the quali- 
** fication (between the Sacrifice and the Rathantara).” 
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Reply The Rathantara could be taken as a conditional motive, only if 
it had been mentioned elsewhere, in the form that ıt 1s cozmsed as having 
im the case in question When, however, such a Ruthantara has not been 
mentioned elsewhere, we must admit its injunction by means of the sen- 
tence in question And then, if the Jyoteshtoma were always of the same 
character as that which ıs mentioned m the sentence in question, as having 
the conditional character, then, in that case, the mention of ıt in the 
sentence ın question could be taken as serving the purpose of laying down 
an accessory detail for the same Jyotsshfoma, if, on the other hand, the 
Jyolishtoma 13 not of that character, then ıt would be necessary to impose 
upon it that character, and then make it serve as the condition That, 
without whose relationship the conditional character does not appear, be- 
comes the qualifier of the Condition also , as ıt will be declared under the 
Astyadhihw ana (VI—iv—22, 23) that t we can allow of a qualification by 
the material offered’? (Bha, p 683) And thus there would be no anomaly 
m the form of the reference being made to a qualified object (as the refer- 
ence would be to the object only) 

The conclusion that would suggest itself at the first sight, ın connec- 
tion with the above questions, would be as follows The action mentioned 
in the sentence in question ıs none other than the Jyot:shtoma itself —(1) 
because the presence of the Rathantara Sma, as also that of the Brhat 
Sama, 1 mentioned by another sentence, (2) because the word ‘yadı’ 
distinctly points to the conditional character, which depends upon the pre- 
vious mention of that which 1s laid down as the condition, (3) because 
the particular precedence of the vessel 18 included ın the collective sentence 
laying down the whole procedure of the Action collectively , (4) because the 
Accessory mentioned in the sentence 1s not set aside by any other Acces- 
sory mentioned more authoiitatively elsewhere, specially so, ın accord. 
ance with the Sutra 1]—u—16 

In opposition to this position of the Siddhauta, we proceed to put 
forward the Pir vapak»ha as embodied ın the s#ira — 


PURVAPAKSHA 
“The Action mentioned in the sentence im question 1s a distinct Action 
“ hecause a compound 18 possible, only when the words compounded have 
“a certain capability , and this capability is held to extst in the quahfymg 
“ Sama, and the qualhcation serves to differentiate the object qualified, 
“while in the Jyotuhfoma, we do not find the Rathantara differentiating 
“the sacrifice (by precluding all other Samas). 
“It has been explained above. under Sitra JI—1i—23, that ıt is only 
“when the Accessory mentioned is wholly unconnected with the pre- 
* viously mentioned action, that it serves to differentiate the Action 
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“ mentioned in the sentence from that mentioned before In the case in 
“question, however, we find that the existence of the object expressed by the 
“ Bahuerthi compound — ‘ Rathanturasama’ — is pointed out, by the word 
“‘ yadi’, as the condition (for the precedence of the vessel) , and the charac- 
“ter of the condition is not found to belong to the ea.stence of the mere 
“ Rathantara;as that has only a subordinate position in the compound 
‘(being only a qualification of that which is expressed by the compound). 
“ Specially as in the sentence, we do not recognise the Rathantara to be 
“qualified by the Sacrifice, — we could not very well take the existence of 
“ the Rathantara as the condition. Nor is it possible for the Sama (Ruthan- 
“ tarn) to be differentiated by the Sacrifice; because that (S@mu) exists 
“elsewhere also. It could bave been so differentiated, if the Ruthantaru 
“ was the Sama peculiar to the Sacrisice in question alone ; but as a matter 
“of fact, this is not so. 

“Therefore we must take the compound as expressing the fact of 
“the Rathantara being the only Sima connected with the particular saci tfice , 
“and inasmuch as we do not find either the Jyotzshtoma, or any other 
“ sacrifice, connected with that Sama only, the presence of the mere 
“ Rathantara could uot be the condition of any such sacrifice. 

“ Thus then, having to renounce all notion of condeteon, we find the 
“word ‘fathantara ama’ to be inexplicable; and from this apparent 
‘inconsistency of the word, we come to take ıt as laying down an alto- 
“ gether distinct Action, at which the Rathantara would be the only 
‘‘S@m@ employed. Specially as that distinct Action is qute capable of 
“being performed. And the mere existence of the Rathantara can- 
“not be a qualification; as it does not extend over the whole of the 
“sacrifice; and not being a qualification, it cannot have the capability, 
“(of being compounded) ; and without the capability, there can be no 
“compound; but as a matter of fact, we find the Samfsa actually present 
“in the case in question ; consequently the Action mentioned in the sen- 
“tence is not recognised as being the same as the one mentioned before. 

‘‘ Question: ‘ Wherefore should we not take the Jyotishtoma itself, as 
“having, in one alternative case, the Rathantara Sama only?’ 

* Answer: It cannot be taken in this way ; because such an assump- 
“tion would be a direct contradiction of the Injunction of other Samus 
‘mentioned in connection with the Hymns directly laid down with 
“regard to the Jyotishtoma. The Rathantara sima, though mentioned 
“as connected with the Sacrifice, is found to be of no use in the 
“ performance of the Sacrifice itself; and hence, in accordance with the 
“ Sutra LII—i—18, comes to be indirectly taken along with the Hymns 
“ (sung at the Sacrifice); while the Gäyatrā and the other Sdmas are laid 
“down directly in connection with those Hymas : and as such the presence 
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“of these latter 19 more authoritative than that of the Rathantara 
“ (whose presence 1s only implied indirectly) When, however, the sentence 
‘os taken as laying down a distinct Sacrifice, 16 would directly lay down 
‘the Rathantara as related to that Sacrifice , and as such in this case the 
“ Ruthantura would be more authoritative than the other Saas, which ate 
“all mentioned along with the original Injunction , and so in this case 
“ there 1s nothing incongruous in the mention of the Rathantara, 

“ Thus too, the word ‘ Rathantarasama’ bemg taken as referring to 
“something distinct from that which 1s denoted by the words (‘ Rathan- 
“ tura’ and ‘sama’ ) themselves, —the presence of the Bahuv:ihı compound 
“ would become justified, as the predomimant factor in that compound 
“is always something apart (from that denoted by the component 
“ words). Otherwise (ce ,1f the Matkantara be taken as the qualification 
‘‘of the previous sacrifice) the compound im question would have to be 
“taken as pertaming to the subordinate element (as the qualifying ad- 
‘‘junct always occupies the subordinate position m a Bahuvirthi com- 
“ pound, just as in the case of the compound ‘lohitoshnishah’ (in the 
< sentence ‘ lohitoshnish& rtoyuh pracarant:,’ where all the other factors 
‘being found to have been previously mentioned, the sentence is taken 
“as laying down only the redness of the tm ban) 

“Tf again, the wod ‘ Rathantarasdma’ be construed along with 
“the sentence that lays down the Precedence of the varticular vessels, 
“then, there would be two diverse Injunctions, that of the 
“ Rathantara and that of the Precedence, and hence they could be accom- 
‘plished through the Injunction of an altogether fresh Bhavand (of a 
“distinct Sacrifice) The expression ‘somah syd,’ through the extreme 
“proximity of the two words, would directly pomt to the fact of the 
‘ Somu bemg something to be brought about, while the accomphshment 
“ of the fact of the Sacrifice having the Ruthuntara sma, could, at best, be 
“assumed only indirectly And im accordance with our view, all that the 
“word ‘somah’ would do would be to poimt out that the new Sac zfice 
“(lad down in the sentence im question) 13 only a modification of the 
“ Jyotishtoma , specially as the word ‘somuwh’ distinctly points to the pri- 
“mary original of the Sacrifice in question. 

“ Henco we conclude that the sentence m question is the Injunction 
“of a distinct Action. 

“ Thisis whatis shown m the Bhdshya, by means of the sentence— 
“t yadı Rathantarasimétyasya ho’rthuh, ete, eto , ete,’ 

“As fo. the particular: precedence of the vessels, it would appe- 
“tain to the other Action (laid down by the sentence), either by means of 
“syntactical connection, or by the sub-contest ‘Though the mtervening 
‘component sentences have no authority im the face of the whole taken as 
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“one compound-complex sentence, yet no useful purpose being found to 
“ be served by that complete sentence as a whole, no significance can be 
“attached to it; and as such the having recourse to the intervening com- 
“ponent sentences could not adversely affect the Injunctive potency in 
“ question. 

“With a view to the fact of completing a certain factor (viz., that 
“which forms the denotation of the Bahuvrihi compound) by supplying 
“its deficiencies being more reasonable than its rejection, the Bhiashya 
“adds—atha vā yadi tcchéta, etc. (if one desires, etc.); because, the 
‘element of Desire is always implied by the fact of the Action being 
“something to be performed, the supplying of this element in the sen- 
“ tence in question must be accepted as authoritative, and not a mere 
“ gratuitous assumption. 

“Tn consideration of the fact, that in comparison with this supply- 
“ing from without (of the element of Desire), it would be far simpler to 
“ accept the indirect function of the word itself as taken with another 
“word removed from it by certain steps, as this would entail only the 
“ disregarding of the property (proximity) of words (and leave the words 
‘“‘intact),—the Bhashya takes up another position, by citing the instance 
‘of such sentences as ‘yadi ¢dlim bhunjita tatra dadhyupasincéta’ 
“(that is to say, just as this sentence is accepted as laying down the 
“eating of Calz, so, the sentence in question may be taken as laying 
“down the fact of the Soma-sacrifice having the Rathaniara far its 
“ Sama. 

“The opponent, however, retorts by putting forward the fact of the 
‘corroborating Instance itself not being duly established—‘ How does the 
‘t eating of Cali come to be laid down by that sentence ?’ 

“ The answer is that the said laying down would be got at by invert- 
“ing the order of the sentence, which really means that— if one wants 
“to mix curd with his food, ke should eat Cali’; that is to say, the ‘Lin’ 
“ (Injunctive) affix in‘ upansinctta’ is taken as having the force of the 
“ Desiderative, in accordance with Panini’s stitra—‘ kdmapravedané, etc.’ 
“ (TII—iii—153). 

“ And in accordance with this construction, the meaning of the sen- 
“tence in question comes to be this: ‘If one wishes to accord precedence 
“ to the vessels dedicated to Indra and Vayu, he should perform the sacrifice 
“at which Rathantara is the Sima employed.’ And thus the real Injunctive- 
“ ness comes to belong to the two words ‘ Somak sydt,’ apart from the 
“ conditional ‘if’ (‘yadi’). And though in this case the word ‘grhniyat’ 
‘is deprived of its direct injunctiveness, yet, being taken as serving the 
“ purpose of denoting ‘desire,’ it would, in reality, come to serve the pur- 
“ pose of the Injunctive also; inasmuch as one always does what he desires. 
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“Qi, 1b may be that the Injunctive (ın ‘ yrhniydt’) lays down the prece- 
“« dence of the particular vessel, as desired by the agent 

“The Bhdshya puts forward yet another explanation, ın consideration 
“of the fact that the following explanation does not require any such 
«indirect and remote constiuctions as necessitated by the foregoing 
“explanation. The explanation is put forward by the Bhadshya, ın the 
“ sentence—The Injunctive afis denotes the causal relatvonship, im accord- 
“ance with the laws of Pani. That ıs to say, (1) the Injunctive ın 
«s Somak syat’ denotes the Cause, while that ın ‘ grhniyat’ denotes pure 
“ Injunction itself, and the sense of the sentence, in that case, comes to 
‘be this.—One should hold the vessel with due precedence of those 
“ dedicated to Indra and Vayu, as caused by that Soma-sacrifice which em- 
“ ploys the Rathentara sdma, andas this latter Sacrifice could not serve the 
“ purposes of the Cause, until itis itself duly accomplished, the mjunc- 
“ tion of its performability also comes to be ımphed in the sentence ,—(2) 
“ or, the Injunctive in ‘ grhniydt’ may be taken as denoting the efect (that 
“which 18 caused), that in ‘ sy@é’ being taken as denoting the Injunction, 
“ though in this case, the Soma-sacrifice would not be duectly mentioned 
“as the Cause, yet 1ts causal character would be implied by its proximity 
‘with the effect (as mentioned m ‘grhniyft’), and the meaning of 
“the sentence would thus come to be that—one should perform the 
“ sacrifice, as being the cause of the according of a purticular precedence to 
“ the vessels dedicated to Indra und Vayu. 

“The various alternative theories here put forward are summed up 
“an the following verse 

“ (1) The rejection of the condztvonal ‘yadı’, (2) the supplyng of the 
element of ‘ Desire’, (3) the inverting of the constru tion of the two parts 
“ of the sentence, and (4) the taking of the Injunctive Afix a» denoting the 
“ causal relutonship. 

“ As every one of these theories will be of use in the Siddhdnta of the 
‘next Adhikarana (dealing with <Avéshft:), they have been eaplained 
“ here in detail 

“Then again, 1t 1s a general rule that the Cause 1tself must be a duly 
‘established entity before ıt serves to bring about the effect, and in the 
u gage in question, we find that the presence of the Rathantura 1s not quite as 
‘ well established as the existence of the Sacrzfice itself. That 1s to say, 
“the precedence of the holding of the vessels occurs m connection with 
“the Morning Libation, while the Rathantara sfma i» sung at the Midday 
o Libation, and so masmuch as this Sama itself would not be a duly 
“accomplished entity in the morning, ıt could uot be the canse or condi- 
“tion of the said precedence , because in this case the word ‘condition,’ 
"e mmitta, 1s equivalent to ‘cause.’ For us, onthe other hand (who hold 
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“the sentence to lay down a distinct sacrifice), there is no need of any 
“guch ‘ condition’ or cause ; or even if we require such a cause, the suc) i- 
“ fice itself would serve as the cause or ‘ condition’ required ; and the sacs i- 
“fice will be an established entity from the very beginning (and so there 
“would be nothing incongruous in its serving as the ‘condition’ of a 
“ certain detail in connection with the Morning Libation). 

“ Lastly, inasmuch as the Jagat-s@ma does not appear in the Jyotish- 
“toma—as will be shown under Sūtra X-v-58,—the Soma-sacrifice, men- 
“tioned in the sentence as having this s@ma, cannot but be admitted to 
“be wholly distinct from the Jyotishtoma; and, consequently, the case of 
“ the Soma-sacrifices with the other Sa@mas (Rathantara and the rest) being 
“exactly similar to that of the one with the Jagat sdma, we cannot but 
“ admit those also to be wholly distinct from the Jyotd/sktoma. 

“ And hence we conclude that the whole of the sentence in question 
“Jays down a distinct Sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (2).—The same Action having diverse characteristics, 
these could be mentioned for a certain purpose,—the Action being 
one only, on account of the sentence (in question) being sub- 
sidiary (to the previous sentence). 


On account of the reasons shown briefly at the opening of the pre- 
sent Adhtkarana, we conclude that the sentence in question merely lays 
down accessory details for the previously mentioned Jyotishtoma, and 
does not put forward a distinct sacrifice. (1) Because it is the same sacri- 
fice of the Jyotishtoma that is mentioned with its several characteristic 
Samas, with a view to serve the purpose of showing the cause or condi- 
tion of the precedence to be accorded to one or the other of the vessels , 
and inasmuch as the sentence in question is subsidiary to the foregoing 
sentence, it cannot give rise to any notion of a distinct sacrifice ; and hence 
the Sacrifice in question is believed to be one and one only, (2) Or, be- 
cause of the fact of the 2athantara, ete., being laid down in the sentence 
in question, it is concluded that it is the Jyotishtoma sacrifice that is laid 
down as having these Samas, mentioned in sentences that are subsidiary 
to the original Injunction of the Jyotishfoma; and, consequently, the 
Action mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than the 
Jyotishtoma, which, therefore, is the only one sacrifice spoken of in the 
two sentences. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Rathantara s@ma does not serve to 
“ differentiate the sacrifice in question, and as a qualification it stands iu 
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“neel of other Sämas, the compound ‘ Ruthantara-sima’ 1s altogether 
“impossible ” 

Reply ‘That which applies to a thing only partially is also found to 
be accepted as qualifying ıt by its mere existence (and not by differentiating 
it from others) , and in the case in question, that 1s held to be the con- 
dition which appears as the qualified at the time that the compound 1s 
broken up (2e, the compound 1s broken up as ‘ yatsambandht Rathantara- 
sfima sah,’ the qualified ın this case is the Soma sarvzfice, and there 1s 
nothing objectionable ın the fact of this saciifice forming the cond 
tion) 

That is to say,if ıt were such that one Rathantara existed m the 
Jyotishtoma always, and that always in the company of another sma, 
then 14 might not have served to differentiate ıt, as a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find the Jyotzshioma being performed even without the Rathan- 
tara, and hence the presence of Rathantaia can very well serve the purposes 
of a qualrhcation differentiating this performance of the Jyotushtoma from 
thatin which the Hatkantarais not used If there be no notion ofa ‘quali- 
fication’ without the intensifying word ‘va’ (2e,1f unless the qualifica- 
tion spoken of he specified as the only one possible, ıt be not cognised as a 
qualification), then too, we could explain the conditional clause as ‘ yada 
Rathantara-sima astyéva’ And masmuch asthe Bahu th: contains with- 
in itself the force of the Possessive affix, which latter includes the 
factor of existence, the assumption of the mteneifymg ‘va’ would 
not be wholly unfounded. Or, the word ‘éva’ might be inserted after 
‘sima,’ the clause bemg explained as ‘yadı Kathantaram sdmaivasya bha- 
vat.’ , and in this case the force of the word ‘éva’ may be explained m 
the following manner Though the Rathantara 1s always sima, yet when 
161s not employed ın a certain sacrifice, then, so far as that sacrifice 1s 
concerned, not helping 1t1n the manner of a s@mza, 1t 18 as good as not-sima , 
while when the Rathantara does exist in a sacrifice, then 1t 18 spoken of as 
‘sama’, tor the character of ‘s@ma’ meant in the clause m question must 
be taken as depending upon its presence, or othe: wise, zn the sacrifice» 
otherwise, if the mere form of the Hathantara, mdependently by itself, 
were meant, then the use of the word ‘ séma’ again (1m the word ‘ Rathan- 
tasa-sama) would be a useless repetition 

Nor, so far as the Jyotzshtoma is concerned, 18 the Aathantara depen- 
dent upon other simas , and as such there would be nothing mcongruous 
in the compound in question Because such dependence ıs found in cases 
where many s@mas are mentioned by means of a single Dvandva compound 
as appeitammg toa single Hymn. In a case (like the present), however, 
where cach sma is mentioned separately, as accomplishing a distinct 
Hymn, the instrumentality of each towards such accomplishment is wholly 
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independent ; and there is no harm done to this instrumentality (by such 
independence). 

Or, it may be that, inasmuch as the word ‘sama’ is a mere repeti- 
tion, itis to be taken as indicating the Hymn accomplished by means of 
the sima; and hence the compound indicates the Stotra (Hymn) that is 
brought about by the Ruthantara (and as such there is no dependence 
upon other Hymns). 

Or again, it may be that, inasmuch as the Brhut and the Rathantara 
are spoken of in the same sub-Context, and are endowed with secondary 
functions, they are opposed to each other; and as such, vying with each 
o‘her,—inasmuch as both have the same character of being references to 
the existing state of things,—they serve the purpose, independently of all 
other Samas, of precluding each other (from being employed at the Joyot:sh- 
foma), and thereby attaining to the character of a qualification. And 
in this way there is nothing incongruous in taking the Sacidjice qualified 
by the Rathantara as the condition (of the particular precedence of certain 
vessels), 

Or, lastly, we can admit the Rathantara itself, as qualified by the Bucii- 
fice, to be the condition laid down. 

Objection: “ But as a matter of fact, the Rathantara is not cognised 
“as being qualified by the sacrifice.” 

Reply: True, it is not so recognised : but when, as you hold, the sacri- 
fice is not cognised as qualified by the Rathantara, because of the fact of 
this latter not extending over the whole of the sacrifice,—then, on expound- 
ing the compound (in ‘ Rathantara.fima’) as ‘ Rathantaramasya sima’, we 
find the relationship of the Qualified and the Qualification reversed; and 
certainly there could be nothing wrong in the cognition of this relation- 
ship ; and thus inasmuch as in the expounding, the ‘ sacrifice’ would have 
the genitive ending, it would be cognised as the qualification (as in ‘ Rāz ñak 
purushak’, the Raja is the qualifying factor). And this would be the 
sense desired to be conveyed, because of the impossibility of the sacrifice 
having the character of the Qualified, as pointed out by the compound at 
first sight. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the Rathantara is present, in its natural 
form, in other sacrifices also, yet the mere fact of its presence in the 
Jyotishtoma would be enough to point it out as its qualification. Because, 
as a rule, for one thing to be recognised, in a sentence, as the qualification 
of another, all that is necessary is that, in that particular sentence it should 
be mentioned as a property peculiar to that object,—and not that it should 
always belong to that object alone; for if it were so, then, ‘blue’ could not 
be cognised as qualifying the ‘lotus, or ‘possessed by Devadatta’ as 
qualifying the “ Cow ”; as throughout the world, the Cow is not the object 
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possessed by Devadatta , and so too the property ‘ blue’ does not belong to 
the lotus alone, so that, according to you, these two could not be spoken 
of as qualifications 

On the other hand, 1f the recogmtion of one thing as the qualifica- 
tion of another depended upon the fact of its really belonging to that 
olject alone, then such a relationship would never be sought to be ex- 
pressed in words, for certainly there is no use of mentioning such a 
qualification as that ‘the Fireis hot’ Therefore all that we should accept 
as the means of such recogmition is the fact of the property being men- 
tioned, an that sentence, as belonging to that object alone 

This condition we find fulfilled ın the case in question , because in the 
sentence mm question what 1s meant to be spoken of as the condi- 
tion of the particular precedence 1s the Ruthantara as belonging to the 
Jyotesktoma only And, under the circumstances, there is no ground for 
rejecting the foremost coguised conditional character of the Rathan- 
iua, and attributing 1t to something else 

Thus we find that ın any case, there is nothing incongruous in the 
fact of the said Rathantara bemg the condition, and, consequently, we 
cannot accept any of the four alte:natives—‘ Rejection of the word 
yudi’, ete —propounded by the Pirvapakshin (See above, p. 810 ) 

As for the asseition that the Injunctive Affix denotes ezther the 
presence of Desie or the causal relation,—none of these two denotations 
could be cogmsed until the aforesaid conditional character has been duly 
comprehended , and so long as the cognition of this latter 1s possible, ıt 19 
uot right to accept any other denotation that has not been cognised 

Asa matter of fact, we find, even in ordinary experience, the conditional 
character belonging to objects, present, past and future , and as such the 
Laut of the Rathantara bemg sung at midday, while the vesselsare held in the 
moning, cannot be effectively urged agaist the said conditional character 
ot the Rathantara Then again, that which is known in the morning as 
sure to come 1s as good as present, and in the case in question we find that 
at the time that the performance of the Jyotishtoma 1s Just beginning, it is 
already well known that the Ruthantara would be sung at midday, be- 
cause, as a tule, all doubtful details are fully settled before the perform- 
ance 1s actually begun, and so all the priests, as well as the sacrificer 
himself, must be fully aware of the fact of a certain thing to be done in 
course of the performance, before they actually proceed with the perform- 
ance itself , specially as 1618 only by such previous settling of all doubtful 
details that people become accustomed to, and experts in, the performance 
ot sacrifices 

Then agun, as a matter of fact, the Condzteon helps the Conditioned, 
not byat ctual mitenal presence, but simply by bemg fully hnown , and 
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hence even though the Rathanfara may not have been actually sung in 
the morning, yet, inasmuch as it has been determined upon (in the 
very act of determining the performance of the sacrifice), and is fully 
known as such, it could very well serve as the condition (for the particular 
order of precedence in the holding of the vessels in the morning). And 
when it is the sacrifice, as qualified by the Rathantara, even though exist- 
ing in only one part of it, that is the condition of the precedence—then, in- 
asmuch as the sacrifice is present in the morning also, there would be no 
incongruity in this. 

Nor is the use of the Injunctive Affix regulated by connection with 
any point of time; and as such it could not be taken as indicating the 
conditional character of a thing existing at any definite point of time; be- 
cause the affix in ‘ sya@t’ is quite capable of affording the meaning that— 
‘if the sacrifice be, or has been, or will be, connected with the Rathantara 
Sama, etc.’ ; 8nd it is only by the indirect implication of the sentence that 
the Rathantara, in the case in question, is to be. 

As for the last argument (of the Purvapaksha), based upon the 
similarity of the Rathantara, ete., with the Jayat-s@ma (which is not present 
at the Jyotishtoma )—it is not quite proper. (1) because in such super- 
physical matters, an inference from similar imstances can have no autho- 
rity; and (2) because the case of the Jagat-sdma is not quite similar to 
those of the Rathanfara and the rest; the former being as incapable of 
being included in the Jyotishfoma, as the injunction of the First day of 
the month as qualified by duality and plurality. And further, even in the 
case of the Jagat-sama, the action is not wholly different from the Jyotish- 
toma; because all that it does is to represent the condition attaching to 
the Vishuvat sacrifice mentioned elsewhere. 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question only 
serve the purpose of laying down certain conditions of precedence [and do 
not lay down distinct actions]. 


em, mo e oa ed 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Avéshfi is a distinct Sacrifice. | 


Stitra (3).—Because of the mention of the Avdshti being 
connected with the mention of the Sacrifice, it must be accepted 
a8 pointing chiefly to a 


In the same context with the sentence ‘ Raja r@jasittyéna svdratjyaka- 
mo yajéta’, we find the sentence—I, ‘ agneyo' shtakapalo-hiranyandakshina ’ 
and so forth, which serve to lay down, by mentioning the relationship of 
certain substances with particular deities, the sacrifice known as‘ Avéshti’; 
and then, subsequently, we come across the following sentence: II. ‘ Yadi 
Brikmano yajéia Birhaspatyam madhyé nidhdythutimahutim hutcad hut- 
wa'bhighirayét, yadi Risanya Aindram, yadi Vatgye Vaiguadavam.’ 

With regard to this last sentence, there arises a doubt, as before; 
anditis this: A. Does it serve to lay down the inserting of the Barhaspatya, 
eto, as due to (conditioned by ) the connection of the Avashti—as form- 
ing part of the Rajasiya—with the various castes,—a connection that has 
already been laid down in the previous sentence? Or, does it lay down a 
distinct performance (of the Avéshti), in connection with the Brahmana, 
etc, not mentioned before ? 

This leads us to the further question: viz.: B. Are all the three castes 
entitled to the performance of the Rajasiiya, or the Kshatriya only? [As 
if the latter, then the connection of the three castes with the Avashti of 
the Rajastiya cannot be said to have been previously mentioned. ] 

C. And this last question would lead us to the consideration of the 
word ‘ Raja’, which is the word that specifies the Agent entitled to the 
performance of the Rfjasiiya ; and in connection with the word “ Raja”, 
we shall have to consider the question as to whether it signifies the 
‘ Kshatriya’, or ‘one who performs the functions of a king.’ 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as we find another sentence—' é/ay@ annidya- 
‘“kimam yajayét ’—which is wholly distinct from that which lays down 
“the performance of the Rajastiya with its subsidiaries, and which lays 
“ down the Av&shfi, as not connected with any particular caste,—it is clear 
“that the connection of the three castes is already mentioned , and hence 


Sacrifice (and not to an Accessory). 
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“ there could be no doubt as to the sentences in question mentioning the 
“ connection of the castes only by way of pointing out the conditions fur 
“the inserting of the Barhaspatya and the rest.” 

Reply: It is not so; because we find that the Avéshti is already 1e- 
cognised (through the sentence ‘Raja Rajasuyéna, ete.’) as one to be per- 
formed by the Kshattriya,~—-and that the other sentence also (‘ééuy@ annā 
dyakamam, etc.’) does not lay it down as to be performed by Agents other 
than the Kshattriya; consequently, we find no ground for the perform- 
ance of the Avéshtv apart from the Rajasiiya; as such it comes to be 
taken as forming a part of the Rajustya itself; so we conclude, in 
accordance with the law laid down in the Sitra I[V—iii—5, that the 
‘Kingdom of Heaven’ (‘svārājya’) (mentioned in the former sentence) 
is the result common to the Rajasiya and the Aveshti; while the ‘food ’ 
(‘annidya’, mentioned in the sentence quoted by the objector) is the result. 
peculiar to the Avéshfz itself Andeven if the Avesh{: be performed apart 
from the Rajasitya, it would be performed by the Kshatriya only, when 
desiring the particular result of obtaining Food ; and as such there would be 
no connection with the other two castes. As for instance, the Action of 
studying the Veda and the laying of Sacrificial Fire being known as to be 
performed by the three higher castes only,—even though the sacrifices 
depending upon these two Actions may be Sound connected with any and 
every agent that may be desirous of obtaining the results following from 
those sacrifices, yet they uome to be finally recognised as to be performed 
only by the non-Çūdra castes ; and as in the case of the Rājasūye itself, 
even though all men may be equally desirous of the ‘ Kingdom of Heaven’, 
yet on account of the Action being specified for the Raja only, it ıs the 
Raja alone who could be the acquirer of that result (by the performance 
of the Rajasiiya). 

Thus then there are only two alternative theories to be considered 
(1) The Avéshti (as connected with the three castes) is laid down in the 
sentence laying down the Rajasitya, and (2) it is laid down by the latter 
sentences. 

And on this question we have the following 


POURVAPAKSHA, 


“Jn view of the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing .ldhikarana, 
‘it must be admitted that the latter sentences only serve to lay down the 
conditions for the particular znserfzons, 
“ And to the performance of Rayasiya, all the three castes are entitled, 
“as shown by the word ‘ Raj&’, which signifies ‘one who performs the 
‘“funetions of a king? Because all throngh the world. at is only one 
103 
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“ performing the kingly functions that ıs spoken of as ‘Raja.’ And it ig 
“ thus alone that the text in question can have an extended application 

“Thatis to say, when 1t 1s possible for the word ‘ Raja’ to be taken 
“both ways (2 e, as signifying the Kshattiya, and as sigmfying ‘ one who 
“ peiforms the kingly functions ’), 1t 1s far more advisable to accept the sig- 
“‘mification of all the three castes, because this interpretation alone 
“would be compatible with the mention (in the subsequent sentences) 
“of the conditions (‘yadı Brahmanah, etc. ”), and with the Context, etc , 
“and also because this interpretation would not curtail the scope of the 
“ declaration of all the three castes being entitled to the performance of 
“the Majasitya 

“ For these reasons ıt must be admitted that persons of all the three 
“ castes, performing the functions of a king, are “ Räzäs, and these func- 
“ tions are well known to consist in the protection of the people and the 
“removal, from among them, of all troublous factors 

“The Bhashya speaks of the word ‘ Raja’ being used in the above 
‘sense by the people of Aryavarta (North India), and this is meant to 
‘ show the authoritative characte: of the signification, im accordance with 
“the Sara [—u—9. 

“ Objection ‘The Bhashya, by declaring that trustworthy people use 
“the word Rājya ın the sense of hinyly functions, admits the independence 
“of the word 2474, which forms the base of the word Razya (Thats to 
“say, the said declaration makes the signification of the word Rajya de- 
“ pendent upon that of the word Raza, which 1s the word appearing in the 
“text in question, and hence what the declaration does ıs to seek to ex- 
“plam the word—Rdjya—not m the text—by the help of that—Raya— 
‘‘ which occurs m the text, and consequently the word Raya being inde- 
“ pendent, 1t could not be explained as Rajyakarta). Because the word 
“ Udamégha is not comprehended by bemg explamed as related (as father) 
“to Audaméghi, 10 fact it is the word Audaméyhi that is comprehended by 
“ the help of Udamégha, which stself 1s independent. (And so the word 
“Riya cannot be rightly comprehended by the help of the word Rajya) ’ 

“Reply Though the people of old comprehended the word ‘ Raya’ 
“ by itself, and deduced from that the meaning of the word ‘ Rajya’,— 
“ vet for us, people o: the present day, it is quite the other way 

“That 1s to say, when the direction ‘ G@miéinaya’ 1s used, the person 
“ysing it and the person comprehending 1t, understand it as— yo gauh 
“sa dnmétavyak’, (that which is the ov is to be brought), and yet the 
“thud person standing by, who is ignorant of the meaning of the 
“word ‘g@m’, but knows that of the word ‘ Gnaya’, takes the direction to 
“mean that ‘ya Gnéshyaté sa gauk’ (that which will be brought is the 
‘“ov)—yust as the surrafceal post’ ws recoguised as such only when the 
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“ sacrificial animal is tethered to it. In the same manner, though such an- 
“cient writers as Panini and Manu have declared—‘ yo Raja tēna janapa- 
“darakshanam kartavyam, yacga Raja tasya kurma Rajyam’ (‘He who 1s 
“ the king has for his duty the protection of the people, and he who is the 
“ Raja, his function is Rajya’),—yet we, who are not quite sure of the 
Ai signification of the word ‘ Raja’ though quite sure of that of the word 
+‘ Rajya’, comprehend the said declaration of Manu, ete., in the follow- 
s “ing way: ‘Inasmuch as the Smrtis have made the above declaration, 

“we must conclude that they understood the word Raja as signifying 
ie capable of doing Hayya Tra performing the functions of the 
“ king), —just as the word ‘yipa’ is applied to something to which the 
“ sacrificial animal can be tethered. 

“This ‘ Rajya’—kingly function—is found to be performed by people 
“of all the four castes; and hence all of these are Rajas. But inasmuch 
“as, in accordance with other laws and regulations, the word ‘ Raja’ is 
“found to have its ends fulfilled among the three higher castes only, 
“the Cudra becomes naturally precluded by the fact of his being devoid 
“of Vedic study, etc. There is, however, no such ground of precluding 
“any other caste; and hence we conclude that all the three higher 
“ castes are entitled to the performance of the Rājasūya. 

“ Objection: ‘As a matter of fact, the kingly functions have been 
“specially laid down for the Kshattriya ; and hence it is only by an unlaw- 
“ful assumption of others’ functions that the Brahmana and the Vaigya 
“ perform those functions ; and as such these latter cannot be rightly 
“called Rajas.’ 

“Reply: This argument does not touch our position; because by 
“the mere fact of having performed the kingly functions, these two castes 
“also acquire the title of ‘Raja’; and this (performing of the kingly func- 
“ tions) is all that is required by the Rajasiya-Injunction. As to whether 
“ these functions are performed lawfully or unlawfully, that is a question 
“affecting the character of the performing agents, and as such canuat 
“have anything to do with the sacrifice (Rajasifya). 

“ Objection (in the Bhashya): ‘ We find the word Raja applied even to 
“such Keshattriyas as do not perform the kingly functions of protecting the 
“ people, etc.” 

“This argument has been brought forward here as forming the 
“ basis of the Siddhanta; and hence we proceed to refute it; but before 
“doing that we must find out what it means. It means simply this: ‘It 
“has been said above, in connection with the words varhih. @jyyam and 
“the like, that when even a single part of the word has been found to sig- 
“nify the Class, we cannot assume any other signification for it (and so in 
“the case in question also, when, even in the case of a single person. the 
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t wor] Raya has been f und to srgmify the Kshuttriya-c'ass, we cannot very 
‘well assume any other meaning for it)’ 

‘The reply to this 19 that m the case of the word © RAJA’, we find the 
“Vteral sygnmificaiion (thet afforded by its constituent parts) to be more 
“reasonable than any other (that iy dependent upon mere popular con- 
“ vention) ‘This is what 1 meant by the Bhashyu, when it says—paka- 
“oanaragit, yadigubdasamabhetyahuricca 

“Then, concludes the Bhashya—na hkarmdntaram mdhäyishyatë 
“This means that the sentence would not lay down the g:sformance of the 
“ësht apart fiom thatof the Rajusuya (the word ‘karmdnieram’ beng 
“dakenimdnecily nthe sense of pruyogdntaram}, orat may mean that—aif we 
© admit of the same construction as that shown above, im the case of the 
“sentence ‘yade gilum Lhunjzitu dadhyupasincet’, then the same sentence 
‘<ovld not serve to lay down beth the connection of the Brähmana, as 
‘ willas the msertion of the Barhaspatya, and im this case the word ‘ har- 
“onfniaram’ of the Bhéshya would be taken directly im the sense of ‘ another 
“ Aikhon?’ and not mdnectly as m the former case 

“ The above reply to the objection has been given by acmitimg both 
“ sontfications of the ward (2e, that accepted by the people of the Andhra 
“ eountry, who nse the word‘ Paj7@? in the seuse of Kyhatiriya, as well asthat 
< accepted by those of Aryivurta, who apply the word to the performer 
“of kingly functions) But we now proceed to show that there is no reason- 
‘able ground for applying the word ‘ Raja’ to a person devoid of kingly 
‘t functions 

“Tt will be readily adoutied that that whieh is accepted by all men 
“must set aside thut which i» not accepted by all of them (and there can 
“be no doubt that all men apply the word ‘2a’ to real Aings, while it 15 
“only the Andhia people that apply it also to one without the functions 
“of a king, simply if he happens to be a Kyheuttriya). 

“ Another argument brought forward m the Bhashya is—That which 
‘os admitled by people urthont contradiction ws more authoritatie than that 
“ghuch is decried, thou,h accepted But this is the same argument as the 
“former, ouly eapressed differently, for ‘deerymng’ and ‘ num-decrying ’? are 
“nothing apart fom ‘non-acceptance’? and ‘acceptance’ respectively Or, 
“t may be that the former argument brought forward merely the existence, 
t or otherwise, of the acceptance of the siguifications , while the latter 
‘speiks of their contradiction or non-contradictigu. And as there is a 
“clear differerce between Ignorance und Mistaken Knowledge, the two mgu- 
“sneuta cannot be said to be mere repetitions of each other Says the 
“ Bhashya—@ yavartanivasrnam . .. mlecchébbyah samicinatara acto bhava- 
“# und here the mentiou of ‘dry&varlumrasinam’ ouly serves to show, 

‘as before, the greater authoritativeness of the one siguification, 10 
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“accordance with the Guaira I—1i—9, while the clause ‘ samicinatara 
* Acro bharuti’ refers to the usage of the word. 

“ For the above reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question 
‘serves to mention the Brakmana, ete., already montioned in the former 
“ sentence as conditioning the insertion of the Barhasputya, ete. Specially 
“ because, there can be no doubt as to the sentence ‘yad: rajunya aindram’ 
“mentioning the ajanya (Kshattriya), already mentioned in the previous 
‘* senteuce (for there can be no doubt as to the Kshattriye being spoken of 
“hy means of the word ‘ Rdaj%’), simply as conditioning the insertion of 
“the Aindra; and then the cases of the other two sentences — yadi Brah- 
“ manak, etc. and ‘ yadi Vaiçyah, etc.’—being exactly similar, the same 
“must be admitted with regard to these also.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

The sentence in question serves to lay down the connection of the 
Brabmana, etc., with the Sacrifice; because such connection has not been 
mentioned before,—the mere performing of kingly functions not sufficing 
to make one known as ' Raja.’ 

That is to say, the word ‘ Raja” denotes the Kshattrdya, and cannot be 
taken in its literal sense. Because the literal meaning might consist 
either in the performing of the kingly functions, or, according to the signi- 
fication of the root ‘raj,’ in Brightness or Effulgence; and both of these are 
impossible; because we find the word having a well-known meaning 
apart from the Iteral;and even though this meaning may be kuown in 
one part of the country only, yet it will always set aside the applica- 
bility of the literal meaning ; and then too, there is no one definite 
literal meaning that is recognised as universally applicable ; as on the 
one hand, the word ‘ Baj@’ is not found to be applied to such bright things 
as Fire and the like ; nor, ‘on the other, to such representatives of the king 
as are not duly anointed, though performing quite well the kingly func- 
tions of protecting the people, and the like. 

Objection: “ As for the Representative of the king, inasmuch as he 
‘performs those functions by being appointed to it by another person, 
“the word ‘ Raja’ is not applied to him; just as the word ‘sacrificer? 
“ (* yajamana’) is not applied to the sacrificial Priests.” 

Reply: This is not right; because we actually find the word 
‘ Raja, in many cases, applied to the Rulers over smaller subsidiary 
estates, to which they have been anointed by the all-powerful Emperor, 
to whom they are subordinate, 

Question: “ Then, inasmuch as the word is found to be applied to 
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“those that have been anowted to the functions of a king, ıt mav be 
“taken as expressing that ‘anoimtment’ (and not the ‘ Kshattriya? 
“ caste) ” 

Ansuer That would not be possible, because, the Anomtment also 
1s declared by the knowers of Law to belong to the Kshattrzya only, just 
hke the word ‘ Raja’, and hence that too could not belong to a non- 
Kshatiriya 

The word could be recognised as expressing Anointment, if this 
formed the dependent and absolute cause of the application of the word 
(.e,1£ the word were applied to anyone and everyone whom we would 
anowt), while, as a matter of fact, we find this Anorntment restricted, 
by all Smrt: laws, to the Kshatiriya only, and as such ıb ıs only at the 
time of its Injunction (by the sentence ‘ Rajanam abhishincéta ’) that ıt 
becomes connected with the word ‘ Raja ’,— ust as the ‘ chopping’ becomes 
connected with the word ‘ grass’ 

It ıs for this very 1eason that the word ‘ Raya’ is not taken as mgm- 
fying, lke a compound word, both of these—the ‘ Kshattriya’ caste and 
< Anointment ’—conjomtly (1e, the word ıs not accepted ın the sense of 
the ‘anoimnted Kshattrıya’) Specially because the word could be so 
taken, only 1f ıt were always actually found to be apphed to the Kshatinya 
and the Anointment conjointly, and never to the Kshattr:ya caste alone,— 
o1 if the ‘Anomtment’ were laid for other castes also As a matter of 
fact, however, we find that the word is applied, m the very Injunction 
' Ray Anamabhishincéta’, to the person to be purified by Anosntment, long 
before the Anomtment has actually taken place 

Hence we conclude that the word ‘ Raj@'1s generally accepted as 
denoting the caste ‘ Kshatiriya ’ 

Nor can ıt be urged that—* the Injunction ‘ Raj Gnamabhishincéta ’ 
serves to point out a name to be applied im the future (its meaning being 
that one should anoni that person who would, after that Anointment, be 
known as ‘ Rajya’)” Because a name is always found to be used as already 
pertamıng to the object named, and xt is only when such application has 
been found to be impossible that, m certain cases, we admit of a name 
being based upon future applicability In the case in question, however, we 
find that one signification (the caste Kshatirxya) 1s an established entity 
already , and so we caunot rightly assume another signification (in the 
shape of the anountment), as the use of the word ıs found to be quite 
possible even without such an assumption. 

And evenif the word be taken as signifying ‘ Anointment,’ people 
knowing the Law do not apply it to anon-Kshatiryya , while as for one who 
would so apply ıt, disreganding the Law on the point, such unlawful appl- 
cation could not be recognised as the basis of the word’s sigmification , 
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just as if a Cidra happen to lay the Fire, that Fire does not come to be 
recognised as the ‘ Ahavaniya’ (‘sacrificial’) Fire. 

And further, the Word, its Meaniug, and the Relation between them, 
—all three, being eternal, pertain to the natural state of things existing ; 
and as such they do not base themselves upon impermanent causes, gra- 
tuitously assumed by us for the occasion. For instance, in the case in ques- 
tion, the word ‘ Raja’ being eternal, its signification too must be one that 
is permanent, because there can be no real relationship between the Per- 
manent and the Impermanert. This permanence is cognised as depend- 
ing either upon the nature of things or upon an expressed Vedic Injunc- 
tion. Then, as for the Anoiniment, it is not found to be permanently in- 
herent any person, like his caste; and hence its permanence will have 
to be accepted as based on an Injunction; but as a matter of fact, we 
do not find any Injunction laying down the applicability of the word 
‘ Raja’ to a non-Kshatiriya ; and hence, after all, we come to the conclusion 
that it is the caste ‘ Kshattriya ’ only that is the invariable signification of 
the word ‘ Haja’; and hence that alone must be accepted as denoted by it. 

The above argument also serves to preclude the possibility of the signi- 
fication of the word ‘Raja’ being based upon the performing of kingly 
functions; because those junctions also are found to be connected with the 
Ashattriya caste, only after they have been laid down as pertaining to the 
Ràjā—just like the said Anointment. And, asa matter of fact, we have 
found the word ‘ Raja’ applied to one who has neither been anointed, nor 
performs the functions of the king,—and not to such persons as have been 
anointed and perform those functions, but are not Kshattriyas (this latter 
usage is met with among the Dravidas). 

Hence too we conclude that persons of all the three castes cannot be 
called ‘ [ta74.’ 

Further, all grammarians explain the word “ Rajanya”’ as ‘ Raynak 
apatyam,’ deriving it from the basic noun ‘ Rajan’; and yet the word 
‘ Rajanya’ has no other meaning but the Kshatiriya caste. If the word 
‘Raja’ were applicable to all the three castes, then the off-spring of the 
other two castes would also be spoken of as ‘ Rdjanya.’ Because the word 
‘ Rijanya’ is applied by universal convention to the Kshatiriya; while if 
all the three castes were ‘Ra@jas’, will you please explain to me why the 
word ‘ Rajanya’ should not be applied to the off-spring of the other castes ? 

Objection : “If the word ‘ Rajanya’ denotes the Kshatirıya only, what 
“ would be the use of the patronymic affix? Becaase the word ‘kshattriyu,’ 
‘denoting the caste, is equally applicable to the Father and the Son; and 
“hence in all cases the “djanya should always be spoken of as ‘ £7ja.’ 
“That is to say, just as the offspring of the crow is cailed the * crow,’ so 
“ the offspring of the Rea would be ‘ Raja.” 
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Reply This does not quite affect our position , because though as 
a matte: of fact the word ‘ Rayanya’ is synonymous with ‘ Rä, yet it is 
only by way of showing its grammatical formation that it is explaimed ag 
‘Rigitah apatyan.’, and the said explanation is possible only when both 
iefer to the same caste, as the oftspring always belongs to the same caste 
as the Father 

Objection “The word ‘ Rayanya’ would denote the Kshattizya caste, 
“on account of the sé#ra ‘when the patronymic is affixed to ‘Rajan’ it de. 
“notes the class’ ( Varizka on Pänim Sitra LV—1— 137), and not on account 
“ of the word being explained as ‘ R&Rak apatyam’, and consequently the 
«denotation of the word ‘Rdganya’ could not affect that of the word 
&& Baga a9 

Reply : It 1s not so, because inasmuch as the Vaértika you quote does 
not mention any particular class, 1t might be taken as reterring to the com- 
prehensive class ‘Man’, and so, according to this Vartika, the word ‘ Rä- 
anya” would come to denote that class ‘ Man’ (and not the ‘ Kehattr.ya’) 

Objection. “© As a matter of fact, we find the teachers of Law and 
“ Saciihees laying down different duties for the Ray@ and the Rayunya, 
“ which shows clearly that the word ‘ a4’ 1s different from ‘ Rajanya,’ ” 

Reply Trae, we meet with such differentiated duties , but that is m 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘ Brahmanapariwrajaka’, that ıs to say, 
the word ‘Raja’ refers to the particular Ra&janya who has undergone 
anomtment (just as the word ‘ Parirajuka’ is applied to the particular 
Bidhmana who has gone throngh the rites of Renunciation). 

Tt has been argued that—“ the word ‘ Réijé’ bemg foand to be cap- 
“able of having both significations, 1 e , th - Kshatiriya caste, and the per for- 
“mer of kingly funct.ons,—it ıs the latter that comes to be accepted, 1n the 
“ piesent instance, as being moire in keepmg with the Context, ete” 
And it 1s this argument that we now proceed to refute, as follows 

Both the words—‘ Raia’ and ‘ Rityya ’"—could not have their significa- 
tions wholly independent of the other, because the fact 1s that when one 
of them has ıts signification fixed by convention, that of the other follows 


from ıt 

To explain this further when the word ‘ Raja? has been known, by 
convention, as signifying the Kshattriya easte, then the signification of the 
word ‘ Rajya ’—explaimed as ‘ the function of the Raji ’—comes to be based 
upon that of the word ‘ Raja’, and so long as this 1s possible, 1b 1s not 
right to assume an mdependent denotative potency for this latter word 
As even without such an independent denotative potency, there would be 
nothmg incompatible in the usage of the people of Arydvaita (who apply 
the wod ‘Rajya’ tothe ‘kingly functions of protecting the people’ 
and the Ihe) If, conversely, ıt be held that -‘ the word ' Beyyu ' atseit 
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has its signification of the function of protecting the people fixed by con- 
vention, before that of the word ‘Raja’ is known, ’’—then too, the word 
‘ Raya’ would, as based on the word ‘ Rajya’, come to be applied to the 
performer of that function; and it would not be necessa 'v to assume any 
independent denotative potency in the word ‘ Rā’, avi is sach there 
would be nothing incongruous in the usage of the Dyyrirla-. vh a apply the 
word ‘aja’ tothe Kshattriyas, who are capable of the «aii functions of 
protection, etc. Though the particular usage is pe nlar to the Dravidas, 
yet the Bhdshya attributes it to the Andkras, becuuse there also, like the 
Dravidas, inhabit the southern part of India, 

For the above reasons, we conclude that the words € Refat * and ‘ Rä- 
anya’ cannot be regarded as both having their rieanings fixed by con- 
vention, independently of each other, or as both nawng only such sense 
as is afforded by their constituent parts. 

And when it comes to the acceptance of one of the two words 
having its independent signification fixed by conveutien. it is distinctly 
more reasonable that it should be accepted with regard tu the word ‘Raa ', 
because, as a rule, whenever there is a doubt raased by a -‘lisagreemeu 
between usages, a satisfactory conclusion is always arrived at by the help 
of the stronger authority of a properly compiled Smrti. 

That is to say, Mann and other writers of Smrti declare that the 
function of protecting the peuple, ete, which is expressed by the word 
‘Rajya, belongs to the Kshattriya ; Panini and others also expound the 
word ' Riyya’ as ‘the function of the Raja,’ —wherein, they hold (vide Pã- 
nini, Stira V—i—124), that tothe word | Tājā,’ which has its signification 
independently fixed by convention, the affix ‘ shyat’ is added (to make the 
word ‘ Rajya’). Other grammarians explain the grammatical formation 
of this word (‘ Rajya’) as with the affix ‘yak,’ which is an affix particu- 
larly laid down for the word ‘ Raja’ which appears to be mentioned in the 
group of words beginning with * patyantupurohita’ (Panini, Sutra I—v— 
128); and itisthus alone that we could have the presence of an accentnation 
that is peculiar to the affix ‘ yak,’ and that of the ud@fia accentuation it: 
the beginning of the word. For these reasons, we must take the Bhashyu 
onthe point as declaring that it is the formation of the word * Rajya’ 
that should be evolved out of the word ‘ Raja,’ and not that of the latter 
from the former. For ifthe formation of the word ‘ Raja’ were evolved 
out of the word ‘ Rajya,’ then there should be certain definite gramma- 
tical rules laying down either the elision of the letter ‘ya’ (in ‘Rajya’), 
or the modification of the word ‘Rajya’ into ‘Raj@.’ 

For these reasons, the construction must be explained as * Rajah 
karma Rajyam’ (the function of the R@a is ‘Rajya’), and not as 
‘Rajyasya kartā Raja’ (the performer of the kingly functious 1 ‘ Raya’) 

104 
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Nor can the latter explanation be accepted on the mere ground of the 
apparent mconsistency (of the use of the word among the people of Arya. 
varta) , because such usage of the word ‘ Rāzā’ is known im another part 
of the country And even if the Apparent Inconsistency were rghtly 
brought forward, the aforesaid Smitis of Manu and others would dis- 
tanctly pomt tothe fact of the functions of protecting the people, etc , 
belonging to the Kshattı:ya , and as such it would be the Kehattriya that 
would come to be known as ‘ Rājā’ 

Then again as a matter of fact, we find that the whole of the wod 
* R474’ 18 present in the word ‘ Rajya’, and hence ıt 18 only aight that 
the latter should be held to have its denotation governed by that of its con- 
stituent part (‘ Raya"), which, however, cannot be said of the word ‘ Raga’ 
wherein we do not find the whole word * Rajya’ entermg mto its constitu- 
tion 

Oljection “True, in this way the word ‘ BEājya’ does come to have 
“its denotation fixed by that of its constituent part ‘Bä’? But im that 
“case, the word ‘ Raya’ could never be applied to a non-Kshatti ya who may 
“perfo.m the functions of the king, and hence it cannot be denud that 
“ there would be an incompatibility of the usage common among the people 
“of Aryaarta, as the said ex planation of the word ‘ Raja’ would at once 
“maik down as mcongruous such uses of the word as ‘na Gidra-riy ye 
“nevasét? (one should not hye m a country where a Cudra as the 
BETATT Mi 

Reply Yogat lohah prayunkte thatis to say, the word ‘ Teajya’ is 
explaimed as formed by its connection with the ‘ Rajat,’ and then the pes- 
ence of the Raya (kingly functions) m the Brihmana, ete , makes the 
word * Raja’ nduectly applicable to these latter castes also 

Question “In that case, you admit the fact of the word ‘ Raja’ 
“ being taken as formed by its connection with ‘ Rijya’ (kingly func- 
“ hons). ”? 

Answer That does not touch our position , because we hold the word 
‘ Raja’ to be only ındırectly (or figuratively) applicable to the Brihmana, 
etc It would be only if we made the word duectly applicable to these, 
that the Adhzkarena would be wholly reversed While as for the indnect 
application, imasmuch as it 1s always set aside by the direct appheation, 
even if ıt were admitted, ıt could not set aside the Seddhainta Hence ıt 
must be admitted that the word ‘ Raja’ 1s apphed to the Brahmana, etc, 
ouly in consideration of the fact of these latter being the proxy of the 
Kshattiya, ın the performance of his legitimate functions (of protecting 
the people) 

This is w hat is meant by the BAashya when it RAYS Ha livram smarant 
Rayyayogat Kajetz, which must be taken to mean that usage bang much 
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Tess authoritative than Smrti (vide Adh. I, Pada iii), the said usage 
must be explained as being figurative or indirect, 

It has been urged above that—as the word ‘ Audamegha’ gives us 
an idea of its basic noun ‘ Udamegha,” so the word ‘ Rajya’ could afford 
an idea of its basic word ‘ Raa@.’” But this Indirect Inference is set 
aside by the Direct Perception of the usage common among the Dravidas. 

If the performer of kingly functions were to be spoken of as ‘ Raja,’ 
then, in that case, it would be necessary for us to exfer the existence, firstly, 
of the said relationship of Action and its Performer, and, secondly, of certain 
grammatical rules definitely laying down the presence of that relation- 
ship in the case in question. And certainly very much more authorita- 
tive than any such inferred grammatical rule, is the already existing rule 
that lays down the formation of the word ‘ Rajya’ as ‘ Rajiak karma’ (the 
functions of the Raya). 

The opponent argues thus: “ Yo yé rayyam karoti, etc., etc., 
“That is to say, the relationship of the Dexoter and the Denoted is always 
“ascertained by invariable concomitance or non-concomitance; and 
“there is no doubt that the word ‘ Raja’ is always concomitant with 
“the presence of the performance of kingly functions (and as such the 
“word ‘Raja’ is taken as denoting the performer of kingly functions); 
“while the word ‘ Rajya’ is not found to be always concomitant with 
“the functions of the Raja (and as such this latter word cannot be taken 
“as denoting these functions). Thenas for the grammatical rules brought 
“forward above, all that such rules do is to differentiate between the 
“ correctly-formed and the incorrectly-formed words; and as such, they 
“can have nothing to do with the case in question; because both the 
“ words ‘Raja’ and ‘ Rajya’ are equally correctly formed; and hence the 
“ bringing forward of grammatical rules is altogether improper.” 

To the above we make the following reply: It is true that such 
is the common usage, and the grammatical rules have nothing to do as 
to what word has its denotations governed by the presence of which other 
word; though it is so, yet, it is by the explanation of the correct or the 
incorrect formation of words that the fact of certain words governing the 
denotation of other words is pointed out; as for instance, in the case in 
question, the formation of the word ‘ Rajya’ being explained as ‘ Rajnak 
karma’ (king’s functions), it is clearly pointed out (by this formation of 
the word) that the denotation of the word is fixed by that of the word 
‘ Raja.’ 

Thus then, the greater authoritativeness of the grammatical smrizs 
distinctly points to the fact that it is the word ‘Raja’ (and not 
‘ Rājya’) that has an independent denotation of its own ( fired solely by 
convention). And as for the particular usage that you have brought 
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forward m support of your contention, we find that it 18 not observed 
among the Dravidas According to us, on the other hand, no special 
importance 18 attached to usage , anl as such the fact of our theory not 
bemg ın keepmg with tae usage of Arydvarta does not in any way tar- 
mish it But, as a matirr of fact, even m Arydvarta we do find the 
presence of kingly funciwms whenever the word ‘ Riga’ is used, and thus 
there can be nothing mcougruurs in our theory, as all that it does 18 to 
explain what is used, awi leave off the explanation of the fact of the 
word not bemg used (ly the people of A:yfvurta) with reference to those 
Kshattriyas that are devoid of kingly functions, 

And further, m all cases, a guulefeation ig such ay is peculiar 
to the object im question, and hence the word ‘ Rajya’ refers only to 
such functicns as belong to the ‘ &ujr’ alone, and not to such other actions 
as thinkeng and the rest That is to say, protection of the penple is the 
distinctive function of the King, anc henee rt is this that 1s spoken 
of as ‘ Ragya', and as for such actions as those of thinking, winking and 
the like, masmuch as thee cao found to esisi in kings as well as in other 
men, they do not serve *> discinguish the king, and as such, are not 
spoken of as ‘ Rajya’ 

Thus then, even thourh tla fart of the word * Rij&’ denoting the 


Kshatciya may not be coi aie vice’ hy the usage of all men, yet, im 
accord nee wiih the Siidrz 7 +» u, ue eannot but admit it (to be more 
authoritative and acceptuvk® An 1 it has been shown above, under 
Siitoa Iegi, Shaban walt t, ot ya tely verbal usage, which pertains 


to ordinary percupithle thinge, a corum authoritativeness attaches also 
to the inhabitants of countries Ieung u ihe frontiers of Arydvarta, 

Thus then, tle Baja iya gaout “wire concluded as being for 
the Kshattiya only, the seio nos cr uvonon must be taken as layiug 
down the Brahmana, etc,, oi pecloermert uf Cie Argsht: (which 18 an 
Action distinct from the Rejeitya) 

And hence the particular Result—oiiaining of Food (mentioned m 
the sentence ‘ éaya annadyakdmam, etc.’)—would follow from the perform- 
ance of the Avéshti, apart from the Rajasiiya Because the performance 
of the Av&sht+ ın the midst of the Rajasitya will have been completed 
by the obteiming of the Kingdom of Heaven (the specific Result of the 
Rijastya), while its performance apart from that would be ın need 
of the mention of a Result for itself (as that of the Rigasitya can no 
longer appertaim to 1t) , and consequently the Result (Food) subsequently 
mentioned would naturally attach 1tself to this latter performance 

Objection: “The obtaining of food must be accepted as the Result 
“following from the Avésht in all cases, because it 1s mentioned directly 
“an connection with this Sacrifice—im the sentence ‘éfaya@ annddyake- 
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i a oe ni a pias spoken of in connection with the Rajasiya 
j Į shti only ondarectly, and there can be no doubt 

that what ıs mentioned directly would set ade that which 18 only 
“indirectly pomted out” 

Reply It is not so, because there 1s no contradiction between the 
two Results That is to say, if the two Results were found to be mu- 
tually incompatible, then ıt would be necessary to admut the fact of one 
setting aside the other, as the accepting of both would necessitate 
the assumption, either of the fact of the two as optional alternatives, 
or of the repetition of the Action ın question (for the bringing about 
of the two results) [and such assumptions have been often shown to be 
extremely objectionable] When, however, the two Results are capable 
of being reconciled by means of the limiting of ther scope, there is 
no need of any such objectionable assumptions As a matter of fact, 
there is nothing mcompatible in the fact of a single Action of the 
Avéshtz bringmg about many results, because distinct results might 
tery well follow from its disiimct performances As for Repetition, 
it will be shown later on, that it 18 objectionable only when the Results 
are spoken of as following conjointiy (from the same Action). Specially in 
the case of the Avésht:, a repetition is inevitable, as 14 has been laid down 
ın connection with the Bra@hmana, ete, on the one hand, while, on the 
other, ıt ıs also mcluded ım the Rayasitya (which cannot be performed 
by the Brahmana) 

If the sentence ‘&ayi annādyakīmam, ete, were the originative 
Injunction of the Avéshtz, then ıt could reject the applcamhty to the 
Avéshit of the subsequent Rajasdya-Injonction As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find that both thesesentences—‘ étay@, etc ’ and the Rajastya Injunc- 
tion—-mention results ın connection with the Action of the Avéshti, which 
is originatively laid down ın the sentence ‘ Ggnéydshtakapalo, etc’, and 
as they do not mention the two results as appearing at one and the 
same time, we do not perceive any difference between the authoritative char- 
acter of the two sentences (and hence the one cannot set aside the other), 
because just as the Rajastiya-Injunction is found to mention @ result 
ın reference to the Actions mentioned ın close proximity to something else, 
so also 1s the sentence ‘étayd, etc’, specially as neither of them makes 
mention of the‘ Avésht:’ by name Because the word ‘ Rdjasitya’ 18 not 
@ generic name (applying to many sacrifices), hke the word ‘ Paurna- 
māsī’, as what ıt denotes 1s the Avésht, as a part of the sacrefice as accom- 
paned by the complete group of sacrifices mentioned wm connection with rt 
(while the word ‘ Paurnamds’ applies to each of the sacrifices composing 
it, and hence the word ‘ Rajasiyena’ cannot be taken as denoting the 
Avésht.) And so, on this ground too, none of the two 1s found to be 
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weaker than the other. The only difference between the two ıs that 
while the one (Rayasiya-Inyanction) mentions many sacrifices, the 
other (‘ aya, etc”) mentions only a few, and certainly this does not make 
any very great difference (ım the authoritativeness of the two sentences) 

“ Objection: Inasmuch as the pronoun ‘éfay@’ pots directly 
“to the Avéshft mentioned in the Context, there ıs a distinct difference 
“between this and the Rajasiya Inyunction which refers to ıt only 
“indirectly ” 

Reply: This would have been quite true, if the pronoun ‘ efat’ 
(an ‘&taya’) were connected with the Result, or ıf it pomted to some- 
thing, fo be spoken of, as we find inthe case of the sentence ‘atha 
Esha jyotth’ As a matter of fact, however, we find that even m the 
sentence ‘éayd, ete, itis on account of the proximity of the root ‘yap’ 
to the Injunctave Affix (ın ‘ydjayétu’) that the Result—food—is men- 
tioned ın connection with the Avésht:, which 1s imdicated by that root 
(‘yagi’), and this mdication of the Avésht: ıs found to be done also by the 
root ‘yap’ occurrmg m the Rayasitya-Inyunction, and so even this does 
mot make any difference in the authoritative character of the two Results. 
Then agam, even though the pronoun ‘etay@’ refers to the Avésh{z laid 
down m the Context, yet ıt could not refer precisely to the Avéshfz, 
without the help of the sentence ‘ agnéyoshtikapalah, etc’, and with the 
help of this sentence, the Rayasitya-Injunction also would refer to the 
Avasht: equally well, and thus also, both must be admitted to be equally 
authoritative. 

Objection “There is a distinct difference between the two, on 
“ tho ground that the sentence ‘&aya, etc’, occurs ın the particular sub- 
“context (of the Avéshir), while the Rajasiya Injunction ıs a general 
“ statement (and as such takes in the Avésh{: also, among many other 
“ saemfices that go to form the Rayasilyc) ” 

Reply. But this 1s just the same as what we have pomted out 
before—viz., that the only difference lies ın the fact of the one referring 
to many more sacrifices than the other, but at the time of the actual 
referring to the Avéshf ın particular, both are equally authoritative 

Further, if there were an absolute non-difference between the Avisht, 
of the Ba&jastiya, and the Avéshf: performed by the Brahmana, etc (which 
latter is the one referred to by the sentence ‘étayd, etc ’)—then what you 
say might have been all mght (2 ¢, then alone could the mention of the 
two Results be said to be incompatible). As it 18, however, we have 
just shown that the two Av&shfis are wholly distinct And thus the 
very helds of the two results—Kzngdom of Heaven and acquiring of Food 
—being distinct, there 1s no contradiction between them 

But though the two <Avéshtzs may be different, yet, the mention of 
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only such details as the inserting of the Barhaspatya, etc., distinctly 
indicates that the origin of this Avēshti also is the same Avéshti that 
has been previously mentioned in the Context. 

Then as for the “#ajyasttya” (spoken of in the sentence ‘yadi 
rajanyak, etc.),—inasmuch as his activity also (towards the performing 
of this distinct Avésht/) would be equally possible, specially as the word 
mentioning the result of the distinct Avéshti (¢.e., ‘ Food’) is equally 
connected with the sentence ‘yadi rdjanyah, etc.’,—by him also, this 
Avéshti would be performed, either as a distinct sacrifice by itself, or as 
a repetition (of the Avésht that he may have performed along with the 
Rijasitya). 

And for the Rajanya also, the mention of the inserting of the Aindra 
in the middle would be possible, only if the Avéshti were performed by 
him, independently by itself, as a single sacrifice made up of the various 
minor offerings of the Cake to Agni, to Indra, to Brhaspati, etc. (as thus 
alone could the Aindra—offe:ing to Indra—be offered as the middle 
offering); whereas when the Avéshti is performed in course of the 
Rajasiiya, inasmuch as the sacrificial gifts (of each of the offerings 
that go to form the Avéshf:) are different (from each other, as also from 
that of the Rajastiya), each of these offerings (Ishtis) to Agni, Indra, etc., 
would be performed independently by itself; and as such (all of them 
not constituting a single performance), the mention of putting any one of 
these ‘in the middle’ would be wholly irrelevant (as there being no 
single performance made up of these performances of the several Ishtis, 
of what would this be the ‘middle’ ? ). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in ques- 
tion serve to lay down the connection of the B:@hmana, etc., not men- 
tioned before. 


a p Ny tN act gt Ri T, apt a gigi, atm agen tl Di i 


ADHIKARANA (3). 
[The Adhina is an object of Injunction] 


Sūtra (4): The laying of fire forms an object of Injunction, 
because it does not form an integral part of all sacrifices. 


In connection with the sentence ‘ vasanté Brdhmano gninidadhita,’ there 
is a doubt, as in the previous instance, as to whether the ddhana (Laying 
of Fire) has been previously mentioned elsewhere, or not. [fit be found, 
in some way or other, to have been mentioned, then even in the absence 
of the conditional ‘if’, the sentence would be taken as laying down the 
condition (for the particular season to be chosen); and im that case, 
the construction of the sentence in question being,—“ yad Braéhmuana ddadhila 
tad vasanté”—the ‘vasantu’ and the ‘ Rra&hmana’ would come to restrict 
one another (7.¢., the Spring would be the time for the Brahmana, and 
the Braihmana would be the performer in the Spring time). While, on 
the other hand, if the Luying of Fire be not found tohave been previ- 
ously mentioned, then the sentence in question would become the Injunc- 
tion of the Laying ns performed by the Brahmana ut the time of the Spring ; 
and the following would be the advantages of this latter interpretation — 
(1) In the three sentenccs—(a) ‘vasant® Brdhmano’yninddadhita, (6) gri- 
shmé Rajanyak, (c) garali Vaigyah’,—inasmuch as the Laying mentioned in 
the first sentence would be wholly taken up by the accessories (Brihmana 
and Vasanta) mentioned in the same sentence, the Accessories mentioned in 
the other two sentences would point to distinct actions (of Laying) ; and as 
such there would be three Layings of Fire; (2) the presence of the Atmane- 
pada affix in ‘adadhita’ would point to the necessity of the sacrificer him- 
self laying his own Fire; (3) the Çūdra would become precluded (from 
sacrifices, as only the three Layings of Fire are laid down, and without the 
laying of Fire, no sacrifice could be performed). If, on the other hand, 
the sentences be taken, not as Injunctions of the Laying, but as simply laying 
down conditions, then we would have the reverse of all these three advan- 
tages. 

What is said in regard to the sentences in question would also 
apply to such other passages as ‘vusanlé Brdhmanamupanayifa grivh- 
më Rajanyam, çaradi vaięyam’”; as the condition of these sentences is 
exactly like that of these dealt with in this 4dAtturana, 


ADHANA IS AN OBJECT OF LNJLNUTION 
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The Adhikarana may be briefly summed up thus :-—~ 


THE PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The Laying of Fire having been implied by an Injunction of a saer- 
“fice iu yeneral (as ‘svaryakimo yayéta), or laid down by a general Injunc- 
“tion (such as‘ Yu evamvidvanagninddhatté, etc. ),—its mention over again 
“in the sentences in question must be taken as mentioning the various 
‘castes as conditions fur the particular times of the Laying. 

“ That is to say, in the first instance the first argument in our favour 
“is that, inasmuch as the Injunctions of such actions as the Agnihotra 
“and the like would not be possible without the sacrificial Fire made 
‘ready by the proper method ot Laying it, this Laying of the Fire must be 
“taken as implied by those very Injunctions; and hence the mention, in 
“ihe sentences in que-tion, of the same Laying must be taken as serv- 
“ang the purpose of laying down the Brakmana, etc., by way of specifying 
‘certain conditions, If, however, it be argued, that, on account of these 
‘Injunetions having other direct objects of Injunction, they cannot 
‘‘anghtly serve the purpose of indirectly implying any such action as the 
“said Laying then, in that case, we would bring forward another 
“independent Injunction of the Layiny itself,—in the shape of the sen- 
“dience ‘ya évamuidvdn agninddhatté, etc.,—~an Injunction which is 
“wholly distinet from the previous Injunction, which has its injunctive 
“ potency taken up by the laying down of the Accessory details. And 
‘thus then, the Laying of Fire having been already laid down in this Iun- 
“junction, the sentences in question could not be taken as enjoining the 
“same Laying of Lire.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


The argument of the Siddhdnta may be thus summed up So long 
as we have a direct Injunction, we cannot very well admit of an implied 
or inferred one; and hence either the mention of the purpose to be served, 
or that of the existing state of things, can never serve as Injunctions. 

That is to say, the mere mention of the purpose to be served by the 
Laying of Five (in the shape of the accomplishment of the sacrificial, 
Ahavaniya, Fire for the Agnihotra, etc.) cannot be taken as necessarily 
pointing to the injunction of the said Laying ; as the necessary Fire could 
he obtained by merely begging it of another Agnihotra-performer, speci- 
ally as in the case of the injunction of the Laying of Fire being implied by 
those of Agnihotra, etc., there is no Atmanépada restricting the Fire to that 
which is prepared by the sacrificer himself. When, however, the neces- 
sary Injunction is fouud to be directly asserted (by a Vedic text), there is 
no Inconsistency which could lead us to assume an unheard-of text (as 
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containing the required injunction),—the only ground for assuming such 
texts being some sort of an Apparent Inconsistency Then, as for the men- 
tion of the existing state of things,—in the sentence ‘ y@ €vamuidvanuagnina- 
dhatté, etc ’,—so long as we find a direct Injunction of the Laying of Fire, in 
the shape of the sentences ın question—‘ rdsanté Bi ihmano’ gninddadhita,’ 
etc., etc —any mere description of the existing state of things can never 
acquire an Injunctive potency (to the same effect) , specially as this latter 
has got to serve a distinct purpose of laying down all such details as the 
fetching of the water, etc., mentioned in the original direct Injunction 

For these reasons, 1t must be admitted that the sentences in question 
serve to lay down the hitherto unmentioned Laying of Fire as performed 
by the Brahmana, ete 

[We now proceed to explain the words of the Bhashya putting forth 
the aforseaid Pirvapaksha and Siddhanta, ] 


THE PURVAPAKSHA-BHASHYA 


“ The sentences ın question serve to mention the Brihmana, etc , as condi- 
“ trons for the previously mentioned Laying of Fue ‘ Why so?’ Because the 
“ words are sumilar to conditional phrases 

& Question: ‘On what 29 the similarity based? That is to ray, when 
“there are no such conditional words as ‘yadı’ and the like, how can the 
“ sentence be said to be similar to conditional clauses ?’ 

“ Answer The ground of similarity 1s the utterance of the words Briah- 
* mana, etc , along with the words Vasanta, etc. That 18 to say, the myunc- 
“tive potency of the sentence having been used up in laying down the 
“relationship between other words (2 e., Brdhmana, etc , and Vasanta, etc ), 
“ the sentence could not serve to enjom the Layıng of Fire, and as such 
“ıt could only be taken as laying down certain conditions—(in the shape 
“ of the said relationship between the Brahmana and Vasania) 

“* Objection - ‘ But we find the word Brahmana uttered, in the sentence, 
“ along with the verb TO LAY also. That is to say, the sentence could be 
“taken as laying down the Laying of Fire as qualified by Vasanta, 

“ Reply As a matter of fact, however, the relationshep of the Briah- 
“mana with the Laying of the Fire 1s not unknown That 15 to aay, inas- 
“ much as the relationship between the Brahmana and the Laying of Fire 
“is already known, 1¢ could not form the object of any fresh Injunction. 

“ Question ‘ Being mentioned by what rs this relationship known ?’ 

“ Answer It has been mentioned by the texts speaking of certain denr- 
u able results to be obtained. The stray reply 1s given with a view that as 
“ the position 1s not capable of bemg shaken, there 1s no need yet of bring 
“ing forward the staongest authority available in the W 
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(“ya evam, etc.’), that directly lays down the Laying of Fire. (And this is 
“ kept in store for future emergencies.) 

“ Objector: ‘ What are the texts speaking of desirable results in the 
“matter of such an Injunction ?’ 

“Reply: The texts laying down the results following from the Agniho- 
“tra, elc., are such texts, Though what the objector meant was an angry 
“denial of the capability of such texts to lay down the Laying of Fire, yet 
“the reply that is given is with the view that the objector is ignorant of 
“ the forms of the texts themselves, 

“Question: ‘How can these texts, that are actually found to lay 
“down something else, be said to enjoin the Laying of Fire ?’ 

“ Iu reply to this, the Bhaskya brings forward an Apparent Incon- 
“sistency: In accordance with the Sūtra VII—iii—28, we find that the 
“actions mentioned in these texts include within themselves the sacrificial 
“ Fire also; and inasmuch as the sacrificial Fire could not be brought 
“about by any other means save that-of Laying, the Injunction of the 
“ Action naturally includes that of the Laying of Fire also. 

“Then again, if the sentence were taken as laying down the relationship 
“of the Brahmana with both the Vasanta and the Laying of Fire, then there 
“would be a syntactical split. That is to say, we can admit of the injunc- 
“tion of a qualified object, only when all other ways of Injunction are 
“found to be impossible ; in the case in question, however, we find that 
“ the simple method of Injunction is quite possible; and as such we can- 
“not admit of a qualified Injunction.” 


THE SIDDHANTA-BHASHYA. 


To the above arguments we make the following reply: As in the 
previous Adhtkarana, so here also, the sentences in question serve to lay 
down the Laying of Fire. Because such Laying is not subsidiary to the 
actions. That is to say, if the Laying of Fire were subsidiary to the 
Actions, then there could be a question as to whether it is implied by 
these or not. As a matter of fact, however, we find that, in accordance 
with law laid down under Sätra VII—iii—29, the Actions end with the 
inclusion of the Ahavaniya and other sacrificial Fires; and there is no 
reason to show that the Laying of Fire is a subsidiary part of them. 

Though in Satra III—vi—15, the Laying of Fire is spoken of as help- 
ing all actions, yet, this willbe explained as merely referring to the fact of 
the Laying helping the Fire, which helps to accomplish all Actions. 

“ Question: ‘But what, tf it be so (i.e. even if the Laying be not a 
“part of the Actions, how does that affect the present question) ? The 
“sense of this is that even the Action could also imply, through 
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© Appoaent Tneunsistencs, the subsidiary (laying) of its own subsidiary 
s (F Ee a 

‘The reply to this 1s that what 1s done by Apparent Inconsistency 1s th it 
“ the terte, baying donn the fulplment of ce: tuin desirable ends by means of ier- 
“tan actions, indicate the Fires, and not the Laying of these (Because it is 
“ possible for the Fire to be obtamed by asking for ıt from another Agr:- 
“ hota, therefore there is no Apparent Inconsistency in the Fire that would 
“necessarily point to the Layrn7 ) 

u Question ‘But Layang ıs the means of having the sacrificial Fires 
“ We take the mere material form of the object, only m cases where thet 
“object is capable of being brought about by the ordinary ways of the 
“ world,—as for instine , n the ease of such objects as a pece of Cloth, 
“a Cart, and the hke, the saciifieral Pires, however, are not capable of 
‘heme brought by means such worldly ways, and hence it as absolutely 
“necessary for the means of their accomplishment to be mentioned or 
“omphed im the Veda itself, and as there 19 no such means save the Doy- 
“ou, this aiso 18 amphed by the Fues (2 e, by the Apparent Inconsistency 
‘of the Fires, which would not be possible without the Laying)” 

Ansar Tiir not sa, because of there being no such absolutely anvariab. 
eenurelin That is to say, Laying 15 not the only means ot obtainimg the 
Fires, which could be obtamed by many such means as begging, pmi- 
thase, and so forth And all these methods would sapply the only dek- 
cioney of the saertheial Fires that is felt in the texts speaking of certai 
desirable results, and henee there is no absolutely eertain mdication of 
the Laying (by the Fresor by the Letions), and as such there as room 
for the Restrictive Injunctions of the Laying ot Fire (as by means of th> 
sentences m question). 

The tollowing argument might here he urged “The Fires, obtaimed 
“by such means as begging and the hke, could not have the character of 
“t saerificusl fires’, because this character depends upon the fact of the 
“Fire having undergone certain puriicatory rites.” 

Reply- Though it 18 true that, in the hrst instance, the three sacri- 
ficial Fires (the Dakshindqn., the Garhapatya and the Ahavuniya) are pro- 
duced by means of Laying,—yet, when they have been once thus duly 
prepared (by one person), there would be nothing to deter another person 
from subsequently obtaming those Fires by the means of begging, etc , just 
as we find in the case of the Corn Thatis to say, im the case ot the Corn, 
we find that though 1t 1s not possible for the Corn to be originally produced 
hy any other means save that of agriculture, yet it 1s not necessary for 
all men to obtain it by the same means, as it could be very well obtained 
even by purchase, eto. (after it has been once produced by the farmer by 
meang of agriculture) In the same manner, in the begmning one man 
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would produce the savrificial Fires by the orthodox method of Laying ; and 
then other people would obtain it from him by the other meaus of begging, 
etc. Just us we find the potter making jar after jar, and selling it and 
giving it away,—so in the same manner, any one person wonld go on pro- 
ducing the Fires by the orthodox method, and then selling them or giving 
them away to other persons. Thus then, as the Layiny of the Fire would 
have been laid down by such texts as ‘ Agnthotram juhuyat seargakamak,’ 
in one case (of the first man who would produce the Fires by the ortho- 
dox method), while in other cases (of other people), it would not have been 
laid down by those texts. And as such there is distinct room for the lay- 
ing down of the Luyiny of Fire (at least for the sake of those persons who 
could not obtain it by other means). Though we shall show later on 
that even in the other case, it was not possible for the Laying to have been 
laid down by those other texts. 

H, on the other hand, the sentence in qnestion be taken as the dirret 
Injunction of Laying, then it at once sets aside the possibility of all other 
means of obtaining the Fire; specially as, in that case, the Atmanépadu 
affix in ‘ddadhiéa’ distinctly shows that the resnlt of the Laying 
would accrue to him alone who actually does the Laying , consequently 
the accomplishment of the Sacrificial Fires, which is the result of the Day- 
ang, would not belong to one who does not himself perform the Laying, 
for whom the Fire, even if obtained from one who has duly laid it, would 
be as non-sacrificial as “ver. While if the Injunction of the Lying be 
taken to be implied in the texts speaking of certain results as following 
from the Agnehotra, etc..—then, inasmuch as such an inferred [njunctive 
sentence would contain neither the Parasmaipada nor the Aimanépadu 
affix, the resnlt of the Laying would accrue equally to one who has and 
who has not performed it; and hence, there would be nothing to set aside 
the emyloying of the other means—begging, ete —of obtaining the Baeri- 
ficial Fires. And hence it would be absolutely necessary for the Layiny 
to be directly enjoined. 

And further, so long as we have direct declarations of the Laying of Fire, 
—1in the shape of the sentences in questton,—no other texts can betaken fo mere- 
ly imply such an Injunction. That is to say, such texts cannot he accepted 
as enjoining the Laying even for the first person who could seek to pre- 
pare the Sacrificial Fire. It has been explained above that all Restric- 
tive Injunctions serve to lay down something not mentioued before, 
because so long as there is a direct Injunction, there can be no assumption 
of an implied one. And as a matter of fact, we have direct Declarations 
of the Laying of Five; and hence it is not possible for any to be merely 
indirectly assumed or inferred. If there were no such direct declara- 
tions, then, in that case, inasmuch as without a properly laid Fire, the 
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performance of the Agnzhotra and the rest would be impossible, the Injune- 
tion of these sacrifices would become meaningless , and hence in that case 
these Injunctions would, for their own sake, imply the Injunction of the 
due Laying of Fire But when we have such direct declarations, there can 
be no assumption of these, as ıt is not mght to assume that which is 
not mentioned in the Veda, specially when it ıs so that the other 
texts also, that speak of certain results following from certain sacrifices, 
lay down actions that are to be performed only by those for whom the sen- 
tences in question lay down the Laying of Fire 

With a view to set aside all the arguments that have been hurled 
against him, the Piirvapaksh: retorts “There is a direct Injunction of 
“ Layıng, other than the sentences in question, the existence whereof 
t makes these latter merely denotative of certain conditions ,—and that 
* Injunction we have in the sentence ‘ ya évam vdvdnagninaddhatté, ete’ ” 

The reply to this ıs that thes text that you have brought forward only 
serves the purpose of laying down the preparatory detazls of the Laying 

The opponent thmks that the preparatory details are laid down 
elsewhere in the Context by means of a sentence which ıs distinct from 
the sentence ‘ya évam, etc °; and with this in view he rephes by saying — 
“ The sentence that I have brought forward 1s the one that serves as the 
“originative Injunction of Laying, because this sentence, speaking as 1t 
“does of the Laying of Fire, cannot be taken as serving the same purpose 
“as the sentences speaking of the fetching of water and the other prepara- 
“tory details ” 

Reply The difference im the purposes served by the two sentences — 
‘ya vam videdn, etc’ and that mentioning the Fetching of Water, etc — 
would have syntactically separated them, only if the former actually laid 
down the Laysng of Fire This Laying, however, we find to be laid down 
in the sentence ‘ Brähmano vasanté, etc’; and as such the mention of 1% 
again in the sentence ‘ya evam, etc.’ 18 only for the purpose of laying down 
the preparatory details, 

Question *“ But how ıs it ascertained which of the two sentences— 
“c wasanté, etc’ and ‘ya évam, etc’—1s the real originative Injunction of 
“the Laying ?” 

Answer: In the sentence ‘ vasanté, efc.’, we find the Injunction directly 
expressed (by the word ‘ &dadhita °), while in the case of the other sentence 
—‘ ya &vam, etc’—it would be got at, very indirectly, from out of the 
Arthavada therein contained—‘ ya évam... sapatnam bhratrvyam avariım 
sahate’ 

That 1s to say, 1f both sentences were equally myjunctive (of Laying), 
then the object of both bemg the same, there could have been some rival- 
ry between them, as to which one should be accepted as the true 
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Injunction. As it is, however, one sentence—‘vasanté, etc ’—is injunctive, 
while the other—‘ ya évam, etc.’—is only eulogistic. And certainly a mere 
eulogistic sentence cannot set aside the Injunctiveness of the sentence 
‘vasanté, etc., because an eulogy is a helper (and not an obstructor) of 
Injunctions. If, on the other hand, the sentence ‘ ya évam. etc.’ had the 
character of the Injunction, then, inasmuch as the enjoining of what has 
already been enjoined once would be most improbable, our theory might 
have been thwarted. As a matter of fact, however, the case is that the 
Laying having been enjoined by means of the Injunctive affix (in ‘ āda- 
dhita’), the other sentence—‘ ya évam, etc,’—speaks of it only for the 
purpose of eulogising the preparatory details connected with it; and as 
such it can have no injunctive character. Then again, the injunction 
of the Root-meaning (‘dh@’ in ‘@dadhita’) by means of the Injunctive 
affix, occurring in the same word, is got at by direct denotation ; while it is 
only indirectly, through syntactical connection, that an eulogistic sentence 
could point to such an Injunction, which, in this case, can, at best, be 
only an assumed or inferred one ; and certainly an indirectly assumed In- 
junction has its injunctiveness very much farther’ removed than that of 
one expressed directly. 

Objection: “That ‘the Brihmana should lay the fire’ ts also a sen- 
“tence. That is to say, in this sentence also, it is only by syntactical con- 
‘‘nection that the Injunction (contained in the word ‘ Gdadhita’ is con- 
nected with the Braihmana, etc.” 

Reply : So long as the Laying itself is directly enjoined ( by 
the Injunctive affix in ‘ddadhita’), it does not matter whether all the 
rest—the connection of the Br&hmana—is implied by syntactical con- 
nection. In the case of the other sentence, on the other hand, there is no 
eulogy expressed in the same word (that speaks of the Laying—‘ ād- 
hatté’); and it is got at only when that word is joined on to the words 
‘ sapatnam bhratreyamavartim sahaté’; and thus in this case, the Laying 
too is connected with the eulogy, only by means of syntactical connec- 
tion, 

In the case of the sentence ‘ vasanté, etc., we can avoid the syntac- 
tical split, by taking it as the injunction of the Laying of Fire as qualified 
by a particular performer and a particular time, And thus there can be 
no doubt as to the injunctiveness of the sentences in question. 


atten, 


ADHIKARANA (4: 
[The Dakshayana, ete, are accessuries | 


Sttra (5\: “The Dakshayana, etc., are enjoined as distinct 
“actions; (1) because of the particular names attached to 
“them.” 


[In convection with Darça-Purnumāsa, we tind the sentenes, © Dak 
shayana-yajhéui yajeta prajakimahk, sQhamurasthapyenua wiyeta pagukamah, 
sankramaydyéna yajētu anmidiaiedmak,’ Auni in eonnection with this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay down certain 
accessories for the Derga-Purnnindea as bringing abouli certam detinite 
results, or they lay down distinct sacritices, independent of the Darca- 
Pio namdasa, 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“fa ronnection with the sentence § dadhuee/ yak onasya jguhuyit,’ 
“it has been shown above (IT--ii—25, 26) that this sotenee lays down 
“a certain result following from a certain accessors of the same saecifice. 
‘And this is quite proper, because in that ease the Made is not montioned 
“as co-extensive with the Homi, aud as such if econld uot be taken as 
“a name of the Hema, that woald, onaeeountof this name, be taken as 
"different from the previous Huma. In the case in question, on the other 
“hand, we find that the name ‘ Dakshéyana’ is mentioned as co extensive 
“ (identical) with the Sacrifice, and has not heen applied to the pre- 
“ vious sacrifice (the Darca-Purnamési) ; consequently, in this case, there 
“can be nothing incongruous in the fact of the word ‘ Dakskityana’ pointing 
“to a distinct sacrifice, qualified by that name. Nor is there any such 
‘substance as ‘ Déksh@yana’ known to exist, as we do find those like 
“the Dadht. Consequently, on account of the reasons shown under [1~i 
‘“—l, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence lays down a suerisice 
“with reference to a definite result, that sacrifice is wholly distinct from 
“the previous Darca-Parnamasa,” 


Sttra (6): “(2) Because the Injunction of the Action does not 
“pertain to the Accessory.” 


“That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentence in QUER- 
“tion has not been removed away from the Action, so that it could 
“go over to the Accessory.” 


hS 
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Sitra (7): “(3) Because the sentence is quite complete with the 
mention of the Result.” 


“Inasmuch as the Result can never form the object of In- 
“junction, the sentence cannot be said to lay down the Result with 
“ reference to the Sacrifice,—in the same way as the Corn is taken as laid 
“down, in the sentence ‘vrihibhiryajéia’; and as such the sentence 
“must be taken as enjoining an Action (as no third object of Injunction 
“ is possible in the sentence) ; and (inasmuch as no Action that has already 
“been enjoined once could form the object of another Injunction) 
“it must be admitted that the Action herein enjoined is distinct 
“from all—Darcea-Pirnamdasa, etc.—that have been enjoined before.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (8): It is a modification (of the previous sacrifice), because 
of the Context. 


Even though the sentence be the injnnction of Action, yet, that 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before,—for rea- 
sons shown under Sutra II—ili—26 ; specially as the sentence is found 
to bring about an idea of the (causal) relationship between an Accessory 
(Dakshayona) anda Result (acquiring of children) ;—just as in the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhn&éndriyakaimasya, etc.,’ it must be admitted that 
the sacrifice referred to is the same that has been laid down before. 

It has been argued that there is no Accessory known as ‘ Dak- 
shayana.’ But this is scarcely true; because the fact of there being 
such an accessory is pointed out by the Context itself——just as are 
many other accessories, like the Ukthya and the rest; that is to say, 
we find in the Context that after the sentence in question has laid 
down the Dakshdyana as an Accessory, there is another sentence that 
points out the actual form of that Accessory. 

Aud just as in the case of Dadhi, so here also, the Dakshdyana is not 
to be taken as co-extensive or identical with the Sacrifice. 

And further, even if the Dadtshfyana, etc., be taken as co-exten- 
sive with ‘ sacrifice, then too, on account of their proximity to the 
Dadhi, etc., these sacrifices would be recognised as mere modifications 
{of the Darça-Pūrnamāsa). Consequently, even in this case, what 
the sentence would do would be to lay down the Result following from 
a modification of the Darga-Pirnamdsa, and not from any other sacri- 
fice wholly distinct from it. 

In this way, an utter disruption of the Context would also be avoided. 
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Though there will be a rupture of the Context in counection with the 
Dakshayana to this extent, that that which ıs mentioned as leading 
to a definite Result (e g , the Dakshayuna) cannot be taken as part of the 
procedure,—yet inasmuch as the Darga-Pirnamdadsa would form the 
substrate of the Daksha@yana, the mention of the Darça-Pürnamäsa could 
very well be connected with subsequent sentences (under consideration), 
and thus help them (ım their denotation) 


Sutra (9): Also because we find Vedic texts indicative (of non- 
difference) 


[We have the sentence— Tiengatam vaishani Darca-pitrnamasabhydm 
yatta; yadı Dakshayanaydjt sy@t atho apr pancadagaiva varsham 
yajéta, atra hi Eva sā sampadyaté; dvé ha paurnamdsyau yajéta 
dvé amavasy2, ātra hı Eva khalu sã sampad bhavaiz’ (‘ One should perform 
the Darga-Parnamasa for thirty years , but 1f the sacrificer happens to be 
a performer of the Däākshāyana, be could finish it ın fifteen years 
.... a8 m this sacrifice two Paurnamdasis and two Dargus are per- 
formed , and hence the requisite number of these latter would be com- 
pleted by the Daksh@yana being performed for fifteen years only ’] 

This completion of the ‘ thirty years’ and the ‘ Darga-Pirnamésu’ (by 
the pe:formauce of the Dakshdyana) distinctly mdicates the non- 
difference of the Ddkshdyana from the Darga-Pirnamdsa For the 
thirty-year course of the Darga-Purnamasa could not be made up by 
the performance of an altogether different saciifice (while the text 
distinctly lays down the fact of the thirty-year course being made up 
by the fifteen-year course of the Dakshdyana). Nor could there be a 
gratuitous rejection of the thuty-year limit, whereby the fifteen-year 
course would be due to a different sacrifice (thatis to say, the mere per- 
formance of an altogether different sacrifice could not justify a rejection of 
the origmal thuty-year hmit) Nor can it be urged that the course 
of the Darga-Purnumdasa itself is reduced to one of ‘fifteen years’ by reason 
of the performer being a performer of another sacrifice in the shape 
of the Dakshiyana Because if this latter were wholly distinct from 
the former, there would be no relationship between the two (whereby the 
performance of one could reduce the course of another) And also 
because in that case, there would be no justification for the explana- 
tory sentence ‘dvé ha paurnamiisyau dvé amavdsyé’ (which lays down the 
fact of two of each of these being performed in the Dakshiyana, ın- 
stead of only one, as in the case of the ordinary Darga-Parnamdasa, 


as the ronson for the thirty-year limit being reduced to one of fifteen 
only) 
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Sūtra (10): The name (‘ Dakshayana’) is due to the peculi- 
arity of the Accessory. 


(This Sūtra meets the Pirvapaksha argument of Sutra 6). 

The Name serves the purpose of distinguishing an Action from 
others, only when it occurs in the originative Injunction of that Action, 
and is not recognized to have a connection with any previous Action. In 
the case in question, however, we find that the name ‘ Dakshayana’ is 
not connected with any originative Injunction ; specially as in this 
case we donot find the sentence introduced by any word expressing 
the beginning of a new action,—as we do in the sentence ‘atha esha 
jyotih, etc” And then, inasmuch as the Name is quite capable of 
being explained as mentioning an Accessory of the previous Sacrifice, 
it cannot serve the purpose of distinguishing the Action. That the 
word ‘ Dakshayana’ denotes a mere repetition of the previous sacrifice 
of the Darca-Pirnamisa is shown by the sense afforded by the com- 
ponents of the word itself, as also by the above-quoted text (that there 
are two Dargas and two Paurnamdsas, in the Ddakshayana). Hence 
we conclude, from the Context, that the Result mentioned in the sentence 
in question follows from the Dakshdyana as based upon the Darga- 
Piirnamdsa. The word ‘Daksha’ means ‘the Sacrificer who is expert 
and very quick at the performance of the sacrifice (of thirty years, 
in only half the time)’; the Priests appointed by such a sacrificer are 
‘daksha’ (appointed by the clever sacrificer); and the ‘ayana’ (per- 
formance) of these priests is the ‘ Dakshdyana’ (and thus we find 
that the constituent parts of the word also point to the same fact that 
is mentioned in the text quoted above). 

The name ‘ Sakamprasthiya ’ also means that the substance referred 
to by this word is offered (‘ prasthiyaté’) along with (‘sākam ") the 
smaller vessels, before the cutting up of the Sdnndyya cake; and thus 
this name also is found to belong to a material only, in connection 
with the previous sacrifice; and hence inthis case also, there is 
nothing to oppose the recognition, in the sentences in question, of 
the Action that las been mentioned before. 


Sutra (11): There is nothing peculiar in the completion (of 
the sentence with the mere mention of the result). 


[This meets Sitra 7.] 

Thongh the sentence does not enjoin the Result in reference to 
the Action. yet, inasmuch as it does not speak of any connection between 
the Action und the Result, the Action herein mentioned cannot he 
diferent fra the previous sacrifice. Just as the fact of the Kesult 


844 TANTRA*VARIEKA ADH II—-PADA NI—ADHI. (4). 


following from the Action has been established under Satra II—.—1 
ef seq —-so, exactly in the same manner, has it also been shown, under 
Saira Il—u—26, that there are certain sentences that serve the sole 
purpose of establishing the relationship between a Result and a certain 
Accessory of the previous sacritce And hence there being a doubt 
as to which of these two previous conclysions should be applied to the case 
in question, the presence of cer tain other words (such as those cited under 
Sutra 9) distinctly point to the conclusion that im the present case, 
the Result 1s mentioned as following from the Accessory (of the previous 
sacrifice) and not from any distinct sacrifice, 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


[Actions mentioned along with Substances and Deities are distincé 
sacrifices. | 


Sutra (12): “It is a mere preparatory rite, as not occurring 
“in the Context (of any particular sacrifice); specially as 


“there is no word denoting an Action.” 


Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the sentence— 
‘Vayavyam gvetamalabhéta bhiiikimah,’ ° suuryam carum nirvapét brahma- 
varchasakdmak. And in connection with this there arise the following 
questious :—I. Inasmuch as, as a general rule, all sentences, not appearing 
in reference to any particular sacrifice, are taken as serving some purpose 
of the Action mentioned in the Coutext,—does the sentence simply lay 
down the accessories ‘ yeta ° and: Curr’ *<Spectively of the ‘ Touching’ 
aud ‘Preparing,’ that form pari of wie Dur cusPiirnamdsa sacrifice, 
which is the action mentioned iv the Context? or does it lay down 
two independent and distinct Actions? II. «If che Actions mentioned 
are distinct and independent), are thero avlions only those that are 
mentioned by the actual words of the sontence? or is it these actions 
as accompanying the ‘sacrifice’ that are meant ? 

The fact of the sentence in question not occurring in reference 
to any particular Action has been specially pointed out, in the Bha- 
shya, with a view, (1) to show that there is sufficient ground 
for doubt, (2) that the present Adhikaapa is not a mere repetition 
of what has been dealt with before, aad also with a view to afford 
some sort of a ground for the (3) Parvapaksha and (4) its Refutation. 

(1) If the ‘ Touching’ and the‘ Preparing’ had been mentioned 
in reference to a previously mentioned sacrifice, then the idea 
of thet sacrifice would be present when we came across the 
sentences in question; and as such there could never be any ques- 
tion of the sentence laying down a distinct sacrifice, While when 
they do not appear in reference to any such sacrifice, inasmuch 
as the accessories of Cvéta, eto, are quite capable of forming the 
objects of Injunction, it might be that these might be taken as 
enjoined with reference to the ‘Touching ’ and the ‘Preparing’ 
spoken of at a distance (in the sentence laying down the Darga-Pirnamisas, 
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or if might be that no idea of that previous sacrifice being present 
in the mind at the time, the sentence may be taken as laying down 
a distinct Action , and thus the matter would be doubtful 

(2) The sentence m question would, at first sight, appear as 
laying down an Action connected with the ‘sacrifice,’ and hence as having 
been already dealt with under S#tra II—1i—17, But as the sentence in 
question does not appear with reference to any sacrifice, and hence 
there is no sacrifice, ın this case, which could be referred to by 1t,— 
secondly, as the accessories of ‘ Gvéta,’ etc, are quite capable of being 
lad down by themselves with reference to the Action connected with 
the substances mentioned in that sentence itself,—the myjunction of an 
action connected with the ‘sacrifice’ could, in the case in question, 
scarcely be got at, and hence ıt becomes necessary to take up its considera- 
tion on the present occasion. 

(3) It ıs only when the sentence does not refer to any previous 
action that the Pūrvapaksha could have the slightest semblance of 
plausibility , because, no other ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparmg’ being 
found in the same Context with the sentence ın question, ıt could not 
but be taken as laying down certam accessories with reference to the 
original ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing ’ (of the Darga-Pirnamdsa) 

(4) The Refutation of this Parvapaksha also would be possible only 
when the sentence in question 1s known as not occurring in reference to any 
previous sacrifice, Because then alone could it be argued that, inasmuch 
as the sentence does not occur in any particular Context, 1t could 
have no distinguishing feature whereby it could pertam to the 
original ‘Touching’ and ‘ Preparing’, specially as the connection 
of these is actually found to be materially :mpossible ; and as such these 
onginel ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ could never be mentioned in 
the sentence in question 

The ‘Touching’ and the ‘Preparing’ have been spoken of in 
the Bhashya as ‘gunavidhe,’ because they form the objects of the 
gunandhs. 


Ou the above questions, we have, at first, the following 


PURVAPAKSHA A 


“Just as in the case of the Dakshiyana it has been found (in 
“ the foregoing Adhikarana) that, the sentence mentioning the connection 
“of the Accessory, and thus there being no word injanctive of any Action, 
“the sentence could not be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“so would ıt also be in the case im question This similarity 
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“between the two cases is what is implied by the word ‘ca’ inthe 
“ Sittra. 

“The Sūtra mentions the word ‘aprakarané’ with a view to 
“point out the exact object, with regard to which the sentence in 
“ question would lay down the Accessories. Or it may mean that, 
“though there is this difference between the sentence in question 
“and that dealt with in the previous Adhikarana, that the present one 
“does not appear in the Context of any particular Action,—yet inasmuch 
“as the connection of the original action (Darga-Pirnamdsa) is uot 
“obstructed by the presence of the Injunction, in the sentence, of 
“any other Action, the sentence must be taken as mentioning the 
“ original actions of ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing’, only with a view to lay 
“down certain accessories in connection with them. Hence the sentence 
“< Cvétamalabhéta’ must be taken as enjoining that the Oart-pole at 
“the Darga-Pirnamadsa should be touched after it has been made 
“white ; and similarly the sentence ‘carum nirvapét’ should be 
“taken a8 enjoining that the ‘preparing’ (or holding}, at the same 
“ Durga-Pirnamasa, is to be of the Qaru (oiled rice), or that it is 
“ tabe measured by the Rice. 

“Then, as for the mention of the results of ‘ prosperity’ and 
“t Brahmic glory ’ spoken of in the sentence as following from ‘ Touching ° 
“and ‘Preparing’, it would be a mere reference to the same results 
“following from the Darca-Pirnamasa, which is specially spoken of 
“as accomplishing ali desirable results. 

“Then as for the word ‘Vdayavyam,’ that too could be taken as 
“only referring to the eart-pole of the Darga-Pirnamdsa; because 
“ the pole is made of the wood of a certain tree, and Vayu is the presiding 
“Deity of all trees. And as for the word ‘ Saurya,’ that would be 
“a reference to the Agnéya cake of the Dorga-Parnamdsa, because 
“ both Agni and Siirya are the deities of Light. 

“For these reasons we conclude that the sentences serve to lay 
«down accessories for the Actions mentioned in connection with the 
“ Darca-Pirnamisa.” 


Sutra (18): “Mere ‘Touching’ and‘ Preparing’ are the distinct 
“actions laid down by the sentences; because all Actions 
“are based upon Direct Vedic Declarations.” 


[In reply to the above Pirvapaksha we have the following arguments, 
which, however, embody another Theory not acceptable to us, and which is 
refuted in the next Sutra. Hence this is treated as a distinct Purvapaksha.] 
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PURVAPAKSHA B. 


“Tf ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ were wholly imeapable of 
“having the character of the enjoined, then alone could the sentences in 
u questien be taren as laying down mere Accessories, As a matter of 
fact, homeve:, itis taose Actions themselves that are meant to be enjoined 
“by the sealence 

‘Fe. tho present we lay aside the word ‘ Vayavya,’ and proceed 
‘to rela. the afcresaid arguments, on the basis of the word express- 
“ang th. cesuit 

"T, ate * Vhebo’? and the ‘Rice’ be taken as laid down with refer- 
“enue a teowous ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparmg,’ then the mention of 
the c.a.te (Protporty and Brahmic glory) would be wholly meaning- 
‘Jen,  Toreven if the mention of these were mere references to the 
ied coasts? folowing from the Darga-Pairnamdsa, then too the pati- 
“eonlr seuls of ‘ Prorpersty’ and‘ Brahme glory’ would be only 
‘two f ra the many alternative results, and as auch the mention 
bef th angi? bhey were the only results would not be quite compatible 


“7? p ~ these Results be taken as mentioned by way of qualifica- 
‘hoe iu a there vould be as ntactieal spht, If then the sentences 

io, oy laying down the relationship between the Accessory and the 
* ike ‘hea, macmuch a4 che orgmal ‘Touching,’ ete, of the 
sin a © mupa would aot be capable of serving as the substrate 
soy et Gonehup, the servenee iself would also have to lay dowr 
= a (oon uf the neey subsi.ate, and this would ental a 


nati i tet ‘phit 
“ol liieas thero is no objection to the view that the sentence 
Conn Lie Touching as qualified by ‘white’ ,—1t 18 with a view to 
“thi: c’ tae Sita saya—Becauce actions are based upon Diret Tebe 
“ Degni nus That i9 to saz, in the case in question, 16 18 the Action that, 
“wany tue ohject of Tayunction 18 based upon the authority of thet 
‘ Deriora con, srd hence the Tuajunction of the mere Fuioperty of 
“eis? would not have the arthority of the Veda 
“dr, tho Sutra may be taken as follows The action meant to 
“he lad dawn ow 18t what i dretinctly mentioned, and notas aceormpauiod 
Oorfee! , hecause the cnly buses for Actions is Direct Declaration , 
‘thr tu cay, the element of ‘ Sacrifire’ not beng mentioned in the teat, 
Hut cova? not well be accepted as enjomed by if Nor i that 
“meni bro very necessary that without it nothing can be act omplished , 
“asat se quite possible for the ‘Touching’ and the ‘ Preparing’ to bring 
"auon tho Results, and thus serve as the Principal Actions Specially as 
‘ther. no ground for believing that the Action that has once been known 
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“as subsidiary to another, can never appear as a Principal Action, 
“even when ıb 1s actually spoken of as such , because the Pimeipal o1 
“subsidiary character of an Action depends upon the Veda, and 
“there 1s nothing inherent in the Actions themselves that would mark 
“ them out as the one or the other 

“ As for the word ‘Vayavyam’ (which might be urged as pointing 
“to the fact of the ‘ white object’ being offered to the Derty Viiyu, which 
“ offering would constitute a suc» 2fice),1t could be explained aw ay, as being 
“a mere reference, on the ground that all substances are capable of 
“being, in some way or other, related to certam deities (even without 
“ther bemg actually offered to them) Or, the sentence might be 
“taken to mean that—‘when one has set aside a certain object for 
“the sake of Vayu, if we happen to touch it, 1t would bring prosperity 
“to us’ And as the sentence embodies a qualified Injunction, 
“there would not be any very great tronble in taking the sentences 
“thus, Or, the sentences might mean that the desirable results are ob- 
“fared as soon as the white object 1s touched for the sake of Vayu 
“or when the boiled rice 1s prepared for the sake of the Sun And cer- 
“tamly ıb 1g not im a sacrifice alone that anything can be done for 
“tho sake of certain Deities, Because there ıs no imcompatibihty 
“in something being done tor the sake of a certam Deity, whenever 
‘ that happens to be enjomed for being done as such (even if 16 be not a 
“sacrifice), Therefore all that the sealence in question means, in 
“acomdance with the expressed Jnjuachion, is that ‘ something 
“ white should be touched for the sake of Vayu’ 

‘Having shown that there ıs a syntactical split, if the sentence 
“bho taken as laying down an Accessory, and then, the connection of 
“the Result,—the Bhishya now grants, for the sake of argument, the 
“ rejection or neglect of the word expressing the result, and then 
“it proceeds to show auomahes in the above Purvapaksh. Atha vā 
“wo sau vidhäyakah gabdah, etc. Thesease of this is that, though ıt will 

he said later on that the sentences that do not appear m connection 
‘with any particular Action serve the purpose of mentioning some- 
‘ thing for the original Action of the Context,—yet, this declaration 1s not 
‘‘one that has an absolute verbal authority, as 1b 1s only based upon 
“the fact of these factors mentioned in the sentences being otherwise in- 
" capable of serving any useful purpose, apart from the original action In 
“the case im question, however, we find that the existence of ‘ Touching ’ 
“ and ‘Preparing’ elsewhere (2 e, apart from the original action) 1s not 
“ wholly impossible,—because they are met with even ın ordinary worldly 
“experience. Then if the ‘Touchmg’ were meant to be specified in the 
“ sentence in question with the sole purpose of precludimg the ‘ touching’ 
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“of the ordinary world,—then, there being no other specifying word, the 
“ specification would have to be done by the Injunctive affix itself, and 
“ hence all that the word ‘@lubhéta’ could mean would be ‘that touching 
“ which has been lard down as something to be done’, and the potency of the 
“Injunctive having been wholly spent up ın this, any further mjunction 
“of the Accessory would be absolutely impossible Nor can the 
“single injunctive word ‘ @labhéta’ serve the twofold purpose of imdicat- 
“ing the former ‘ Touching’, and laymg down the accessory ‘white’ 
“If agam the word ‘ @labhéta’ be taken as referring only to the Root- 
“ meaning (the Touching previously mentioned), then as the mere ‘ Touch- 
‘any’ sould exist ın the ordinary world also, the accessory would come 
“to be enjoimed for such ordinary Touching also, and as such Injunction 
“of the accessory for the ordinary Touching would not bring about any 
“results, the word would become meaningless But this mere meaning- 
" lessness, without the action of any Context, etc , cannot lead us to accept 
“only the Verdic ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ as to be meant by the 
“ sentences ın question. 

“ And hence, there being no ground for connecting the sentences with 
‘any original Action mentioned before, they must be taken as laying 
“down a distinct ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing. ” 


SIDDHANTA 


Sitra (14): But the ‘sacrifice’ is laid down; because of the 
mention of the enjoyer of the Substance and the Result, which 
are related to some sort of an Action. 


Just as the presence of the word speaking of the Result has been 
urged as setting aside the former Piirvapaksha that the sentences lays 
down an Accessory,—so, in the same manner the latter Pirvapaksha also, 
which holds mere ‘ Touching’ to be the object enjoined, can be refuted 
by means of the words expressing the Deities (‘Vdyavyam’ ant 
‘ Sauryam’) 

Inasmuch as, as a matter of fact, the Injunction in question depends 
upon each of the words contained in the sentence, 1t must be taken, 1n the 
case 10 question, as pertaiming to the relationship of the substance, the 
Deity and the word (‘vayavyam ’) expressing that relationship. And as the 
relationship would not be possible without the action of ‘sacrifice, 
it naturally 1mphes such an Action, specially as no other action 15 
capable of bringing about that relationship. For if we were to touch 
the subtsance, without offering it to the Deity Vayu, ıt would not be 
‘vayavya.’ Nor can the sentence be taken to mean that we should 
touch only that particular substance which 1s ordinarily known as 
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‘payarya’ (dedicated to Vayu) ; because such dedication to a Deity can be 
brought about only by performance. Hence the sentence could not but 
be taken as meaning that‘ the white substance should be offered 
to Vayu’; and from this we conclude that the sentence is the Injunction 
of a ‘sacrifice’ (in the shape of offering). Because the ‘Injunction of 
Sacrifice’ will be defined later on as ‘yajaticodanaé dravyadévatakriyum 
sumudayé kriyadrthatvat’ (IV—ii—27). 

And thus the ‘ touching’ and ‘ preparing’ mentioned in the sentences 
in question would be mere ‘ references’ to the same Actions mentioned in 
the original Injunction (in connection with the Darga-Pirnamdasa). 

Though the Pirvapakshi has brought forward the objection of the 
highly complicated character of the theory of the sentence being 
a qualified Injunction,—yet as it must have been carelessly brought 
forward, and that too against an assumed adversary, we take no 
notice of it here (because we do not hold to that theory; what we 
hold is that the Injunction is of the Sacrifice only, there being mere 
references to Touching and Preparing). 


Stra (15): Also because we find texts indicating the same 
conclusion. 


We have the text—‘ Sauma@raudran carun nirvapét. . . . parigrité 
yajéta” ; and in this as soon as the word ‘ saumdraudram’ (which speaks 
of the connection of the Caru with the Deities Soma and Rudra) 
has been uttered, though there is no word expressing ‘ sacrifice,’—yet, 
inasmuch as the sentence ‘parigrit® yajéta,’ which lays down the 
proper cooking of the rice, refers to a previous Sacrifice by the word ‘ yajéta,’ 
—we always recognize the sentence as laying down a certain action con- 
nected with ‘sacrifice? In fact, in the case of the sentence ‘agn?- 
shomiyam paçumālabhēta it is only by the above reason that the 
presence of ‘ sacrifice ’ is admitted. 

In the previous Adhikarana we considered the question as to whether 
the sentence is an Injunction or a mere reference to a previous Action ; 
while what we have considered in the present Adhikarana is the question 
as to,—the Injunctive character having been established,—what sort of 
an Action (either mere Touching or Saciéfice) is enjoined by it. And as 
such there is no mere useless repetition, 
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ADHTKARANA (6). 
[The Touching of the Calf, etc., is a mere purificatory rite.) 


Szira (16): In a doubtful case, the correct conclusion is arrived 
at by a perception of similarity. 


Some people declare that—‘ whatever is mentioned in glosses 
and commentaries is present in the Sara; as it is the Sāba that is 
the source of all meanings; everything is contained in the Sutra.’ 

Aud against these people the following is urged: A reason neve, 
establishes iis conclusion until the form of this effect has Leen duly 
shown, find, as a marter of fact, we find the Sutra mentioning only 
the veason,—‘ p dyadargunat,’ i is the meaning of the Sutra or 
the Contre, ete, capable of showing what special instance is onepu 
tobe dealt with, oe whut the question and conclusion aret Thas then th 
Sdétea being oloygebher onintelligible, it devolves upon the eommentator. 
to try and remove this deficiency of the Guira. Specially as che sn pply ing 
of words, from ousside, into the Sutra, hes been prohibited, ouly wit! 
reference to such Sdévas as are quite explicuhiy without it; amd ail thuni 
in meant by that prohibition is that, inasmuch as the sule motive of the 
author of the Suls is to train the intellect of the pupil, only tha. 
much of extraneous matter shonld we assumed, without which th, 
Suira would be isexplcable, and all sorts of matter are net to be saddles 
oa to it. 

And hence inasmuch as the subject, ete, of the Adhiharana have uo. 
been mentioned in the Sutra, the author of the Vriki 
they ure. This is how people explain the BAdshya, whea 
to draw upon the gioss of Upavarsha. 

in connection with the present Suire, Upavarsha has eited the 
sentenco © rafsotidubhéa,’ found in the Aynihotra section, in connection 
with the milking af the cow. And he has shown that, with regard to thi. 
sentence alse, we have a threefuld doubt: (1) Does the seatener 
lay down the calf with the reference to the ‘Touching’ originally 
mentioned in the Coutext ? (2) Or, does it lay down mere ‘Touching’: 
(3) Or does it lay down a ‘Sacrifice’ P 

As to the first alternative, it has been left out, because, there being 
no specification in the sentence, there ts nothing in it to point to tl 


whows whai 
it proceed 4 
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‘Touching’ previously mentioned in the Context —as shown in the 
foregoing Addikurana. 

And inasmuch as the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikaruna 
points to the fact of the sentence under consideration here also being the 
Injunction of a Sacrifice, the Bhashya proceeds to explain the present 
Adhikarana as an exception to the foregoing one, 

Though, as a matter of fact, on account of the sentence dealt with here 
being a counter-instance of the foregoing S¢ddhduta argument based upon 
the connection of the Hnjoyer, the Pirvapaksha of the present Adhikarana 
has almost wholly been represented (in the shape of the Siddha@nta 
of the foregoing Adhikarana); yet the Bhdshya proceeds to present it 
afresh ; because of the peculiar character of the intellect of certain persons ; 
as there are some people, so imbued with the idea of the Logician, 
that they think of interpreting the Veda also by means of Inferences 
from similarity; and these persons would never grasp the fact of the 
Purvapaksha having been refuted, unless it has been duly set forth 
previously. 

Some people accept the word ‘@labh@ia’ as synonymous with 
‘sacrifice, on the strength of the foregoing Adhikaruna ; while others 
take itas merely implying the ‘sacrifice’; and it is both these views 
that they bring forward in connection with the sentence in question 
also. And we have in connection with this a twofold 


PURVAPAKSHA:— 


namely: “(1) The sentence in question lays down a distinct sacrifice,— 
“ (2) it lays down the calf in connection with the sacrifice that has been 
“laid down previously.” 


THE SIDDHANTA 


view is that in the case of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikearana, we accepted the injunction of the ‘sacrifice,’ on the sole 
ground of the relationship between the substance and the Deity therein 
mentioned (by the word ‘ v@yavyum ’),—and. not, either on the strength 
of a newly-discovered expressive potency of the word ‘ dlabhétu,’ 
oron that of a fallacious Inference (of the implication of“ sacrifice’ 
by the word ‘ dlabhéta’). In the case in question, however, as we have 
no word expressive of the said relationship (of Deity and Substance), 
we must take the word ‘dlabhata’ in its simple direct signification. 
Thus would the similarity of the present ‘ touching’ with the purificatory 
secondary actions of cow-milking and the like be explained; as the 
‘Touching’ also would be a mere secondary rite : and this * touching of the 
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calf at the particular time of milking the cow, would serve a visible 
purpose of making the cow yield more milk. 


Stra (17): Also because of the possibility of the connection 
with the particular Arthavada. 


Close upon the sentence in question we have the sentence ‘ vatsa- 
nikdnta hı pagavak’ (‘ Animals love their young ones dearly’) , and this 
could be taken as an Arthavdda showing a reason for the previous 
Injunction, only when the preceding sentence ‘ vatsamdlabhéta’ ıs 
taken as enjoining the ‘touching’ by way of fondling ıt for the purpose 
of making the cow yield more milk [the two sentences together meaning 
that ‘one should touch (fondle) the calf, with a view to the cow yielding 
more mulk, because anzmals love their young dearly °]. 

If, on the other hand, the word ‘ @labh@ia’ meant ‘ touching for the 
purpose of killmg’ (by way of offering to a Deity), the mention 
of the fact of the young being dearly loved by animals would be 
wholly irrelevant , for ın that case the purport of the two sentences would 
be this: ‘Because the calf ıs loved by its mother, therefore it should 
be touched for being killed’—certamly not a very relevant proposi- 
tion! In [the other case (ie.„ when ‘@labhéta’ means touching by way 
of fondling) it would be quite natural to expect that, imasmuch as 
the cow 1s fond of the calf, if we fondle the calf, or the calf fondles 
us, the cow would be moved to yield more milk, the flow of which would 
be acceleiated by the sight of her calf being fondled. 

Thus also, ıt must be admitted that the sentence in question 
lays down mere ‘Touching’ as a secondary action calculated to serve 
a useful purpose. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The Nairāra Caru is for the purposes of Adhana.] 


Sutra (18): As connected with the word mentioning an Action, 
it must be taken as being for the sake of that Action ; special- 


ly as such is the direct signification of the words of the 
text. 


The Adhikarana before last having dealt with the significations of the 
words ‘@labhéta’ and ‘ nirvapét’ as contained in the sentencas ‘ gvetami- 
lubhéta’ and ‘ sauryaiicarunnirvapaét,—the last Adhikarana has dealt with 
the counter-instance of the first part of that Adhikarana ; and the present 
Adhikarana proceeds to deal with the counter-instance of the second 
portion dealing with the ‘Preparing’ in connection with the boiled 
rice. Nor is the case of this exactly similar to that dealt with in 
the foregoing Adhikarana ; as in this we have a further ground of doubt, 
in the shape of the mention of a Deity (Brhaspati). 

[In connection with ‘ Agni,’ we meet with the sentence ‘ navdrac- 
carurbhavati,’ and then ‘ yad&nam carumupadadhats’; and here arises the 
question as to whether the bozled rice is laid down for the purpose of the 
sacrifice (the sense of the texts being that ‘having sacrificed out of the 
rice, the remnant is to be kept aside), or that it is laid down for the sole 
purpose of being kept aside.] 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The character of a subsidiary to Sacrifices is inherent in all 
“such substances as boiled rice, cake and the like; and hence in all cases, 
‘it is necessary to give up one’s ownership of these substances (in favour 
“ of someone else), Consequently, what the word ‘upadadhate’ in the 
“sentence ‘carum upadadhati’ means is that there is to be a ‘ pratipatti ’ 
“(keeping aside, throwing away ) of the Caru; and as no such ‘ pratipatt ° 
“of a thing would be possible until it had been already utilised, we are 
“led to look out for that at which the boiled rice could have been utilised ; 
“and the foremost of all, that which presents itself as being most capable 
“of affording an occasion for the said utilisation of the Rice, is the 
t: Sacrifice’; and hence we me led to accept the fact of the Curu 
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“being of use at the sacrifice. Subsequently too, we meet with the 
“sentence ‘Bihaspateretadannam yannivdra, etc’, which distinctly men- 
“tions Brhaspati us the Deity of the Rue , and under the circumstances, if 
“the connection between the Rece and that Deity were not duly established 
“by means of a sacrifice, the mention of the Deity would be absolutely 
“meaningless Therefore we must take the sentences in question to mean 
“ that— after having performed the sacrifice of the Bä haspatyacaru, 
“ which forms a part of the Agnéya sacrifice, we should desist, for a 
“time, from proceeding with the other sacrifices connected with the 
“ Agnéya, and keep aside the Rice (that has been offered to Brhaspati)’” 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above we make the following reply There is nothing 
inherent in the Rice that would always make ıt employed at sacrifices , in 
fact the use to which such things are to be putis ascertaimed by means 
of the authoritative directions that may be found with regard to them 
As soon as the appearance of the Rice has been mentioned, we 
naturally seek for the use to which ıt could be put, and we are met by 
the sentence ‘ yadénam carum upadadhat2,’ which directly lays down the 
fact of the Rice helmng towards the prepazation of the altar for the 
reception of the Fire to be used atthe sacrifice. And the Rice thus 
having its use clearly defined, ıt could not have any connection 
with another Action, even 1f such an action were directly mentioned , and 
hence ıt ıs all the more impossible for ıt to have anything to do with 
an Action that is not even mentioned (but only indirectly imphed), 
Nor can the keeping spoken of be said to have the character of the 
Pratipatts; because we do not know of any use to wluch it could 
be put prior to the keeping. 

Further, even in the case of an action which is performed with 
regard to an independent purpose, the Rice has a certain piedomin- 
ance over the keeping, and hence as unless the Rice 1s purified by the 
said keeping, it cannot help in the preparation of the altar,—thero 18 
nothing mcompatible in the presence of the Accusative ending (in 
t Carum’). 

Then again, inasmuch as there are only three ways of the direct 
mention of the connection of a Deity [vis, (1) the Nominal Derfic affix, 
(2) the Dative ending, (3) the Indicative words contamed in the 
mantras],—the connection of the Nivira Rice with the Deity Brhaspati 
mentioned in the Arthavida could, at best, be only an imphed (or inferred) 
one; as that Arthavdda is devoid of all the thiee means of directly 
mentioning the Deity. 
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That is to say, the Deity Brhaspati, being mentioned in connec- 
tion with the Nivara (in the Arihavāda passage), could be connected with 
the Rice, only by a highly complicated process. For instance, (1) first of 
all, ‘ Brhaspati,’ though mentioned in the supplementary Arthavida, 
would have to be taken as the Deity in reference to the Injunction, which, 
however, does not stand in need of any such connection of Deity ;— 
then (2), the deific character of Brhaspati would have to be assumed, 
even in the absence of any of the three indicators of Deity—the Nominal 
Affix and the rest;—and (3) lastly, there would be the necessity of having 
to assume the fact of the ‘sacrifice’ being implied by the sentence 
‘ natvdraccarurbhavats.’ 

For these reasons, it is far more reasonable to take the Caru (Rice) 
as serving the purpose of being kept aside. 

Some people bring forward the supplementary sentence ‘ Barhaspatyo 
bhavati,’ as containing the word ‘ Barhasputyak,’ which is co-extensive with 
‘caruk,” and which serves to point out, by means of the nominal affix, the 
Deity connected with the Caru (Rice). But for these people also, it 
would be necessary to take the Injunction, in the very first instance, 
as pointing to the fact of the Oaru being for the purpose of being 
kept; and then as there would be no deficiency felt in the Injunction, for 
want of a Deity, it would not be possible for the sentence to lay down any 
Deity. Consequently, the present tense in the sentence ‘ Barhaspatyo 
bhavate’ would indicate that the character of being related to Brhaspati, 
that is attributed to the Qaru (in the sentence ‘Brhaspatervd eladun- 
nam yannivdrak’) by way of eulogising it, is the same that we percei\. 
as belonging to it, at the present time; and thus the meaning of the 
sentence ‘ Brhaspatervd, etc.’ comes to be the same as that of the sentence 
‘ Barhaspatyo bhavati’ (though this latter occurs in the Tatttiriya Text, 
while the former in the Madhyandiniya). 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentence in question lays 
down, not a sacrifice, but that alone which it distinctly mentions—viz., the 
keeping assde of the Carn. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
(The Tvashtra Pdtnivate is subservient to the Paryaynikarana.] 


Sūtra (19): Inasmuch as the Patnivata is recognised as the 
previous one, the sentence in question must be taken as 
serving the purpose of precluding (the subsequent sub- 
sidiaries), 


In connection with what has gone before, we proceed to consider 
whether the word ‘ utsrjaté’ signifies the sacrifice or not. 

The sacrifice having been laid down in the sentence, ‘ Trd@shtram 
pituivutumalabhaté, we find another sentence—* Paryugnikrtam pittni- 
ratamuésrjanti.” And in connection with this latter sentence, there 
is a doubt as to whether it lays down an Accessory (to the sacrifice laid 
down in the former sentence), or a distinct Action,—the doubt heing due 
to the twofold construction of which the sentence is capable. And on 
this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The sentence lays down a distinct Action; because the Injunctive 
‘potency of the sentence pertains, as in the case of the sentence ‘ vdya- 
“ vyam cuétamalabhéts,’ to the relationship between the substance and the 
“ Deity. 

“Aud further, inasmuch as the sentence in question does not contain 
“ any mention of T'vash{a, the action mentioned therein cannot be recognised 
“ as the same as that mentionedin the previous sentence (in which the word 
“ Tudshtra forms an important factor); and (if the action mentioned in 
“the two sentences be taken as the same on the ground of both sentences 
“laying down the ‘pdtnivata’), then, on account of the sentence in 
“ question containing the mention of ‘ paryagnikarana’ also, there would 
“ þe a syntactical split (if it laid down the Patnivata also), 

“That is to say, if in the sentence in question, both the words 
“ (‘ paryagnikriam’ and ‘ pdtnivatam’) were mentioned as mere qualifica- 
“tions, as the two words (‘tvdsktra’ and ‘ pdinivatam’) are in the pre- 
‘vious sentence,—then the action mentioned in the sentence in question 
“could be recognized as the same as that mentioned in the previous 
‘sentence, As a mutter of fact, however, in the case in question, 
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“we have not even the slightest touch of such a recognition,—as we have 
“that of ‘ Mahéndra’ in the Indrapraga&tha ; and hence even on account of 
“the action mentioned in the second sentence being connected with 
“a distinct Deity (Agni), it cannot but be taken as distinct from that 
“ mentioned before (which is connected with Tuashta as its Deity). 

“If again, the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘giving away’ 
“ (‘utsrjati’) with reference to the Pdtnivata, then, inasmuch as it is 
“also found to mention the qualification of ‘ paryagnikrtam,’ there would 
“be a syntactical split; and it would be in an indirect way that the 
‘giving away’ would be connected (with the paryagnikarana), And 
“further, as the ‘giving away’ of the Patnivata has already been men- 
‘tioned in the previous originative Injunction, its repetition in the sentence 
“in question would be useless (if the Actions were the same). Nor is any 
“useful purpose served, in the present instance, by the injunction of the 
“ Paryagnikarana (in connection with the action in question); because its 
“existence in that Action is already indicated by its presence in the 
“original Primary of that Action. Nor can we accept the sentence as 
“containing an alternative injunction of the Action having Patnivata for 
“its Deity; as the position of the Deity is already occupied by Tvashta 
“ mentioned in the originative Injunction. 

“Nor can the difference of the two Actions be asserted on the mere 
“ground of the repetition of the Paryagnikarana, whose helpfulness in the 
“original Action has been duly ascertained,—as in the case of the Grha- 
““médhiya. Because the sentence in question mentions the Paryagnikarana 
“merely as a subordinate factor. Nor can the word ‘ Paryagnikarana’ 
“be taken as denoting the subsidiary procedure ending with the Paryagnt- 
“karana; and as such the mere mention of the ‘ Paryagnikrtam’ 
“could not serve to separate the part of the procedure ending with the 
“ Paryagnikarana, from the subsidiary actions that come after it. Nor 
“again is the word ‘Paryagnikrtam’ expressive of trme; and hence the 
“sentence could not be taken to mean that the giving away is to be done 
“at the time of the Paryagnikarana. And there is no ground for taking the 
“word ‘Paryagnikrtam’ as indirectly indicative of the time; specially 
“when the direct signification of the word makes the sentence quite 
“compatible and explicable. 

“Then again, all the subsidiaries of the sacrifice being equally laid 
‘down as to be performed along with it,—and the performance of none of 
“these being prohibited by any other sentence,—when the time of the 
“ Paryagnikarana comes, all the subsidiaries would come to be performed ; 
‘and it could not be definitely known which one of the many subsidiaries 
“is to be performed at that time; because if all of them were to be 
“performed at that time, the prescribed time would be transgressed ; 
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“while if attention were paid to the observance of the time (by the 
“ performance of any one of the subsidiaries), that would mean the neglect 
“ of the other subsidiaries (consequently the sentence cannot be taken as 
“laying down the time of the Paryagnikurapu, for the performance of the 
“sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence). 

“The same arguments also serve to set aside the view that the 
“ sentence lays down the particular state of the ‘giving away’; because 
“the previous Injunction itself has laid down that the Pdinivaia is to be 
“given away when in the state of the Paryagni (and so this could not be 
“enjoined over again in the sentence in question). If it be urged that 
“the sentence serves to preclude the condition subsequent to the Paryagni- 
“ karana, then that would entail the three anomalies (of rejecting the 
“enjoined, accepting that which is not enjoined and so forth, which have 
“ been shown to attach to all Preclusive Injunctions). 

“ Thus then, we find that in the sentence in question, there is nothing 
“that could be laid down with reference to the previous sacrifice; and as 
‘‘such we conclude that it lays down a distinct Action, connected with the 
“ Deity (Agni) and the material (Painivata),—having for its original 
“either the sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence (which has the 
“same Deity and Accessory), or the Agnishomiysa sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: Inasmuch as the 
sacrifice mentioned in the sentence in question is actually recognized as 
the same as the one mentioned in the previous sentence, we cannot 
perceive any other sacrifice in it; and what the sentence in question does 
is to lay down, with regard to the same sacrifice, all the subsidiary 
procedure ending with the Paryagnikarana. 

The word ‘Pātnžvata’ in the sentence in question can very well 
denote the previous sacrifice, even though it is accompanied by two quali- 
fications,—just like the word ‘agni’ in connection with the Manotā sacri- 
fice. And the words ‘ paryagnikriamuisrjatz' also are cognised, on account 
of the Context, as laying down an accessory for that same sacrifice. 

Objection: “ But we have shown above that none of the various 
“ways of the injunction of accessory is possible in the sentence in 
“ question.” 

Reply: True; all the rest have been rejected as impossible; but you 
have not retuted the theory that the accessory laid down is the Subsidiary 
Procedure ending with the Paryagnikarana. 

Though the word ‘ Paryagnikrtam’ itself does not, like the word 
‘‘idauta’, directly express thai which ends in that (Paryagnikarana), yet it 
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is quite capable of implying it; especially as one cannot be spoken of as 
having finished the Paryagnikarana, until all that precedes it has also been 
done. Consequently the mention of the ‘Paryaguikarana’ alone also 
implies all that precedes it. 

And then, the sentence laying down the performance of the Tvastra 
is found to stand in need of the mention of the method of procedure to 
be employed in regard to it; and inasmuch as it would have no reason 
for going beyond the group of subsidiaries ending with the Paryagni- 
karana (the capability of whose usefulness has been perceived ),—it would 
not stand in need of all subsidiaries of the original Agnishomiya. And 
thus, it having been duly ascertained that, the subsidiaries connected with 
the Tvashtra sacrifice ending with the Paryagnikarana,—and the mere form 
of this sacrifice having been mentioned in the previous sentence,—what 
the sentence does is simply to preclude (or separate) the presence of the 
subsidiaries subsequent to the Paryagnikarana, from the Tvashtra sacrifice. 
And hence it is this separation (or preclusion) that is spoken of in the 
Saitra as the effect of the sentence; hence the Sutra— pirvatvadavac- 
chédah’. 

In this way we would be saved from all the trouble of inferring a 
distinct sacrifice, a distinct Apiirva, etc., etc. 

Nor is it that the ‘ giving away’ has been made connected with the 
word ‘ Paryagni,’ which removes it from its natural precincts. Because 
the object of Injunction being the ‘giving away’ as qualified by the 
subsidiaries ending with Paryagntkarana,—though the form of the ‘giving 
away’ has been already mentioned, yet what the sentence does is to lay 
down the subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana, with reference to 
that ‘giving away’ which has been previously mentioned; and as such 
there is no removal of any factor from its natural precincts; and hence 
in one way it is the ‘giving away’ itself that has been spoken of as the 
object of Injunction. 

In accordance with your theory, on the other hand, the Root (in 
utsrjate’) would come to denote something wholly distinct from itself, just 
as in the case of the sentence ‘ dadhnéndriyakdmasya juhuydt’ (as you 
‘would have to take ‘utsrjati’ as laying down something different from 
‘giving away’, its rightful denotation). And for this reason also, we 
should accept the action mentioned in the sentence in question to be the 
same as that mentioned in the previous sentence. 

Then again, inasmuch as the Context also favours the view taken of 
the subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana, no significance can be 
attached to the mention of the ‘ Painivata’; as this last word serves as a 
mere reference to (description of) what already exists; and this explana- 
tion meets the objection urged above, as to our theory necessitating the 


